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“When we have reached a complete Socialist 
State the Capital will be owned or controlled by 
the Community.” (Mr. Ramsay MacDonald in 
Why Socialism Must Come, p. 9, 1.L.P. pamphlet, 
1924 series.) 


Why Socialism Cannot Come 
and Remain 


I 
THE IssuE 


As a member of the Labour Party, which should 
not be called a Socialist Party, as Mr. Ben Spoor, 
the late chief Parliamentary Labour Whip, has 
officially and emphatically declared, it is with some 
diffidence that we join issue with the Socialist 
members of the Party upon a vital question. 

That question is whether it is desirable or 
possible that they should realise their scheme 
for a total reconstruction of human Society and 
the State, on a basis that up till now has never 
been applied anywhere in the world. 

There is no contradiction in being a member 
of the Labour Party and not being a Socialist. 
The more Socialism is understood, the less will 
all thoughtful workers like it. 

A non-Socialist view is not necessarily antagon- 
istic to State enterprise or to ownership of such 
concerns as the postal, telegraph and telephone 
services, as to which all parties are agreed. 

Nor does it exclude approval of the purchase of 
Suez Canal shares as was done by a Tory Govern- 
ment, nor of Persian oil shares as was done by the 
Liberals, nor of the railways as was proposed by 
the Coalition in 1919 ; nor even of the coal mtines 
as was recommended in the Sankey Report. 


1A position of which certain developments in the Party may compel 
reconsideration, 
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Of course it is an open question, a very open 
question, as to whether any of the first three 
services named or such enterprises as H.M. 
Stationery Office or similar Government concerns 
are as well, as efficiently, or as economically ~ 
managed for the nation by State officials as they 
would be were they in private hands. 

But as the nation owns them now, there is 
nothing more to be said, except to point out that 
they are honeycombed with defects and abuses. 

Again, we see tramway, gas and electric under- 
takings, waterworks, and many other enter- 
prises owned and conducted by municipalities, 
and no one thinks of objecting. 

Why, then, is there any objection to Socialist 
proposals to abolish all private capital and take out 
of private hands the entire means of production, 
distribution and exchange, as the well-known 
Socialist formula has it? 

It is not merely a question as to whether a 
private company or a private individual or a 
municipality or the State may run this or that 
enterprise more efficiently. There is far more 
in it than that. 


II 
THE CLAIM 


THE question that divides Socialists of all 
schools, whether of the Bolshevik Russian school 
or of the British “ go easy ”’ school, from non- 
Socialists is this—‘‘ Is it in the best interests of 
the human race—morally, intellectually, physically 
and economically —that men should possess 
capital as private property, or that it should be 
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owned or controlled solely by the State or the 
Community and its private ownership entirely 
prohibited ? ”’ 

Hitherto in all ages and in all countries, States 
have been based upon the right of private owner- 
ship, or private possession of all or any of the 
means of production, distribution and exchange 
—or of “ capital,’ as it is now put. 

Socialism assails this principle and attributes 
to it most of the miseries of mankind. 

Yet there were plenty of human miseries and 
hardships long before the present “‘ capitalist ”’ era. 

Socialism claims that by common or State 
ownership these miseries can be eliminated from 
the world. 

The choice then is none other than either the 
maintenance or the absolute destruction of the 
very foundations upon which modern civilisation 
has been built up and upon which even non- 
Christian and ancient civilisations have also been 
founded. 

The Socialists admit this, but say they have 
found a means of solving most of the “ills 
that flesh is heir to,’ and that the abolition of 
the private ownership of capital is that means. 
Capital and State capitalism would still remain. 

We have then to examine this claim, not in 
the light of experience, for there is no precedent 
to go upon. 

The old system is in possession, and so too are 
the evils that have arisen under that system. 
We can only speculate as to whether the new 
system proposed would lessen these evils or 
abolish them altogether or bring about other and 
much greater evils. 

On the one hand, there are the confident pro- 
phecies of the Socialists, rejecting all experience. 
On the other we have the common testimony of 
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mankind, up till now in favour of private owner- 
ship, with its advantages as well as its disad- 
vantages. 

If a new experiment is made and a false step 
taken, the mischief wrought may be irremediable. 

To other nations may come the awful fate 
that has befallen Russia. What that has been 
we shall see as we go forward with this enquiry. 

Suffice it to say that the Russian aim was the 
utter abolition of the private ownership of every- 
thing, even of children. 

The State, or the Community, was to own all 
property, and this resolve was enforced by un- 
heard of violence and repression. 

The attempt failed with an accumulation of 
horrors to read of which makes the blood run 
cold. 

We are told, however, by no less an authority 
than the late Prime Minister, that the aims in 
themselves were all right and that only the 
methods were wrong! That is significant. 

So another method or other “ methods” are 
recommended here in Great Britain! Just what 
these methods are to be we are not told, except 
that they are to ‘‘ be gradual” and only carried 
through with the approval of a majority of the 
community. 

This, at least, is the statement put forward 
by Mr. MacDonald. 

But we very gravely doubt whether he can 
speak for even a majority of his own followers 
—he certainly cannot speak for others—when 
he asserts that Socialists would not attempt to 
put their theories into practice unless a majority 
of the people approved them. 

Into this we shall enquire more closely. 

British Socialism, then, does not differ in 
essence from other forms of Socialism, The 
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ends proposed are the same. There is, how- 
ever, much conflict of opinion among British 
Socialists themselves as to how their schemes 
should be carried out. 

Some favour the Russian method of achieving 
them—that is, wholesale confiscation, murder 
and persecution. Others would expropriate the 
owners of capital, not by actual violence, but by 
legislation. 

Others talk of “equitably” acquiring the 
interests involved. 

The thing is to be done, but just how? That 
is the question. 


III 
PRODUCTION 


Now it is only right that we should examine 
these various suggestions and see how far any 
of them is feasible, how far any of them can be 
carried through with justice. 

As there are several ways by which it is pro- 
posed that the thing may be done, we shall 
investigate them one by one and see where each 
will lead us. 

The problem is, admittedly, how to take all 
the capital out of the possession of its present 
owners and to transfer it to a common ownership, 
to the Community or the State. 

We shall consider the probable results of such 
expropriation, whether forcible or otherwise, and 
we shall endeavour to reach such conclusions as 
are obviously forced upon us by the results of 
the enquiries we must make in every direction. 

We will first discuss whether the thing proposed 
can be done justly and equitably. 


tio WHY SOCIALISM CANNOT COME 


Can the Community or the State take over 
from the individual all that is his—his capital— 
without injustice, without robbery ? 

Next we have to ask what would be the effect 
of this upon individuals and upon Society. 

Further, we must enquire whether the well- 
known Socialistic formula—‘‘ From everyone 
according to his capacity and to everyone ac- 
cording to his needs,’’ is practicable and possible, 
and whether if any of these schemes could be 
put into execution it would hinder or promote 
the production of the necessaries of life, as well 
as of those other things which make for the 
comfort and happiness of mankind. 

It is agreed on all hands—the Socialists them- 
selves agree—that production is of supreme 
importance. If things are not produced they 
cannot be owned or distributed or consumed. 

The less of anything that is produced, the less 
there will be to go round. 

How, then, would these schemes, if applied, 
affect production ? 

How does ca’ canny affect it ? 


IV 
PROPERTY AND CAPITAL 


OF course, it is said that to deprive everyone of the 
ownership of all capital, the ownership of all the 
means of production, distribution, and exchange 
would not entirely abolish “ private property.” 
Those who say this distinguish between “ private 
capital’”’ and “ private property,” a distinction 
that is much more easily made in theory than 
in actual practice. The private ‘‘ property ” which 
a person owns to-day may to-morrow become his 


PROPERTY AND CAPITAL ¥ 


private “ capital” if the necessity arises that he 
should use it or part with it for purposes of 
trade or business. 

A diamond tiara is a personal ornament—a 
piece of private property; but if it is to be 
exchanged for something else, for money with 
which to trade, then it becomes “capital” in 
the fullest sense of the word. 

The Bolsheviks confiscated every kind of 
property. It is, of course, impossible at this 
stage to say what would be the final result here 
if the Socialist theories were put into practice 
—because the results cannot be actually demon- 
strated now ; they can only be guessed at. 

But the consequences of a false step of this 
gigantic character once taken might easily be 
fatal to our civilisation. 

It cannot be denied that the ownership or 
control of all capital by the State or the Com- 
munity would be a complete destruction, at any 
rate, of the foundations of modern civilisation, 
which are just as truly and firmly based on private 
property and ownership as were the ancient 
civilisations that, till Christianity came, were 
based also upon State omnipotence, and upon 
its twin companion—slavery, a fact to be care- 
fully borne in mind. 


V 
. ENDS AND METHODS 


WE think it is because it would thus involve 
the entire destruction of the basis of Christian 
civilisation and of modern society that so many 
non-Socialists use strong language with regard 
to Socialism. 
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It can hardly be argued, even by the most 
convinced Socialist, that there is no risk of danger 
but that only advantages can emerge from the 
application of these far-reaching principles. 

And surely, in any case, it would be well to 
deal with some of the objections to Socialism 
in its ever-changing forms—which are claimed 
for it as merits but which may be held to prove 
its inconsistencies—as coming from honest men 
who are not all fools or knaves and whose ob- 
jections merit serious discussion and should not 
be treated as the outcome of ignorance, selfishness, 
irrational fears or cowardly evasions ? 

Mr. Ramsay MacDonald in a recent pamphlet 
is not able to rise to this level. 

Take the Socialist abuse of capitalism and 
of its evils, and then let us remember that the 
Russian Communist Government now wants to 
borrow millions to replace the destruction of 
capital with which it inaugurated the Socialist 
millennium. 

Is there not a moral here ? 

Furthermore, we would argue that if it can be 
shown that there is a connecting link between 
all and every form of Socialism, as there is; if 
there is the same end proposed by all forms, as 
there is; if the differences are only as to the 
methods to be adopted, as they are; it will not 
do for any opponent to call upon me to rule out 
all reference to every other kind of Socialism than 
that which for the moment is his own particular 
brand. 

This is what Mr. MacDonald does in his pam- 
phlet. But his own methods or proposed methods 
are not necessarily fixed. They have changed. 
They are changing, and they may still change. 

It is the common aim of all Socialists that 
has to be borne in mind. That aim, we repeat, is 


ENDS AND METHODS 13 


the possession by the State of all capital and of 
all the means of production, distribution and 
exchange. 

Mr. MacDonald condemns only “‘ the methods ” 
by which the Russian Communists attempted to 
gain their ends, which are just the same ends 
he advocates, as he declares. 

Hesaysthat the methods only of the Russians were 
to blame for their failure! The end he approves. 

Now what was that end? The complete aboli- 
tion of all and every kind of private property. 

And now as to the methods. One wonders by 
what methods, other than those which Trotsky 
has so eloquently defended in his book on “‘ The 
Terror,’ the Russian landowners could have 
been dispossessed without being murdered or 
banished ; the middle classes ‘‘ converted ”’ instead 
of being exterminated, and the peasants induced 
to forgo the private possession of the land they 
now hold so firmly, and to acquiesce in State 
ownership of the soil. 

The last item of the programme, and its fate, 
are interesting. 

The aim was to seize the land, and to make the 
peasant a tenant of the State. 

It has failed, as its authors admit. 

The Russian peasants, to the number of twenty- 
five millions or so, are now the owners of their 
farms. 

The aim was also to abolish all private property. 
It has failed. On all sides private property is 
being recognised. 

The aim was to make a Communist State where 
no individual should own anything whatever, but 
where everything should be owned in common. 

It has failed after all the resources of ruthless 
blood-shedding and tyranny put forth to uphold 
it, have been exhausted. 
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VI 
BRITISH AND RUSSIAN METHODS 


Mr. MacDonatp says that the Russian Com- 
munists are “now adopting British methods,” 
It is an amazing statement. 

The N.E.P.: was largely a return to the status 
quo ante. The Soviets are now restoring private 
property and private enterprise at home, but 
aim at keeping all foreign trade in the hands of 
the Communists, yet in this country private 
property and enterprise are assailed at their 
very root by the theories of Mr. MacDonald and 
his friends. * 

Surely there is a grave error of statement on 
the part of the late Prime Minister? And surely 
it may be forcibly put before the Socialists of 
Great Britain that intentions and prophecies and 
theories are one thing but that performance is 
another ? 

Trotsky said that Communism “ would be 
established in Russia if twenty-five million 
Russians should perish in the operation.” 

We believe that this is somewhere round about 
the actual destruction of the Russian population 
since I9QI4. 

But what has happened ? 

Twenty-five million lives or more have been 
offered as a sacrifice to the Communist juggernaut, 
and instead of private property being abolished 
in Russia there have been created twenty-six 
Hew of peasant private proprietors of the 
and ! 

This is indisputably the largest addition, at 


4“* New Economic Policy.” 


*Since this was written, there has been a fresh attempt made to return te 
the earlier attitude. 
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one remove, to the ranks of the private owner- 
ship of property that the world has ever seen. 

So much for intentions and the execution of 
them. Man proposes but—alas for his fine 
theories—he reckons without human nature. 

Now whether it is attempted to be brought 
about rapidly and by wholesale massacre and 
confiscation as in Russia, or whether it is sought 
to be gradually established by “ evolutionary ” 
methods such as Mr. Ramsay MacDonald gently 
encourages us to adopt, the end, as we know, of 
all Socialist theories is one and the same. 

The total destruction of the present foundations 
of Society, and the erection of a new social struc- 
ture upon foundations fundamentally different, 
is the goal. 

That is not disputed. Is it unreasonable, on 
the part of critics, to suggest that there are 
enormous difficulties, dangers, and probably ab- 
solute failure and disaster in the way of all such 
schemes ? 

Is it unfair to say that all Socialist proposals 
involve a gigantic experiment and get no light 
or encouragement from the past experience of 
the human race? 

The authors of those theories can claim no 
guidance from history, no justification in scientific 
thought, no proof of a flawless plan, consistent 
with itself. 

Some of them may not unfairly be challenged 
as honest but misguided enthusiasts or doc- 
trinaires, advocating a blind and reckless venture, 
and as men who proceed gaily to set all experience 
at defiance. 

Others frankly and freely declare for a war, 
not of ideas, but of violence against Society. 
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VII 
THE IGNORANCE OF MARX 


WE begin then a critical investigation of the 
various methods by which it is proposed to 
establish the Socialist State, and of the claims 
made as to what that State would accomplish 
if it could be established. 

Our endeavour will be to put the issues fairly 
and impartially. 

If during the discussion we become advocates, 
every effort will be made not to depart from the 
best standards of fair play and straight hitting. 

It is to be observed, then, that in repudiating 
the conclusions of a vast number of other Socialist 
authorities of yesterday and to-day—each a 
Socialist prophet in his own time and place— 
Mr. MacDonald explains that he does so on the 
grounds of the “‘ ignorance ’’ of his predecessors. 

Speaking of Marx, for instance—the discredited 
messiah of the Communists—Mr. MacDonald 
lets him down gently but firmly in this way: 

“ His thought reflects the imperfect knowledge 
of his time.’”’ Another way of saying that Marx 
was ignorant of a great deal which Mr. MacDonald 
knows. 

This is an easy way whereby to drop a great 
number of Socialists of other schools who repudiate 
Mr. MacDonald, as vehemently as he rejects Marx 
and others. 

We get a glimpse of what is passing in the 
late Premier’s mind when he tells us in explana- 
tion of Marxian ignorance and errors—for there 
are few to-day, not even the Russian Bolshevists 
who have not strayed miles from the Marxian 
gospel—that Marx’s lapses were due not only 
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to his imperfect knowledge, but especially to 
the fact that ‘“‘ Marx was a pre-Darwinian.”’ 

" Marx was a pure materialist who looked upon 
religion as a drug and who preached the “ class 
war,’ and who declared that Socialism and 
religion are incompatible—a doctrine to which 
a vast majority of convinced Socialists seem to 
strictly adhere. And Marx and his followers are 
right—from their point of view. 

So we must ask, what has Darwinism done to 
destroy the philosophy underlying this Socialist 
argument ? 

If we are to take Mr. MacDonald seriously 
in this matter, he surely means that “ the survival 
of the fittest,’ the “class war’’ in nature, and 
the doctrines of Evolution as a whole, have made 
for the acceptance of a new moral theory as to the 
development of man and society, and are there- 
fore against the Marxian view ? 

There is, it seems, a new force, a new know- 
ledge “more perfect’’ than that of Marx, and 
the absence of which in Marx enables Mr. Mac- 
Donald to sit in condemnatory judgment upon 
“the massive critical’’ intellect of the author 
of Das Kapital, and point out his blunders ! 

In other words, Mr. MacDonald’s knowledge 
of man as a physical, moral and intellectual 
being, and his knowledge of Society and the State 
is far more perfect, we presume, or shall we say 
less imperfect, than that of Marx! It is a very 
big assumption. 

Proof, or attempt at proof, there is none. 

This suggests an easy way of proving that 
‘Socialism must come,’ and of prophesying 
and asserting in lieu of giving proofs. 

No one can dispute such allegations, but no 
one need believe them. 

We venture the proposition that Plato, Aristotle 

Bc 


18 WHY SOCIALISM CANNOT COME 


and others of the great minds of the ancient and 
modern world knew as much of man, of his 
essential nature and characteristics, as either 
Darwin or the late Prime Minister. 

If to be “a pre-Darwinian’”’ was fatal to the 
correctness of the knowledge possessed by Marx 
as a student of man, of Society and of the 
State, what are we to say of recent scientific 
authorities who reject Darwinism as a thing 
incapable of proof and hold it to be faulty even 
as a theory? 

Or what bearing has the Darwinian theory— 
false or true—upon Socialism, and how does it 
even commend—not to speak of justifying— 
Socialist theories ? 

Mr. MacDonald does not seem to be aware of 
the curious deductions that may be drawn from 
his statements, but one may ask—Does Dar- 
winism, as held by its adherents to-day, not 
make far more for pure Communism, with its 
deification of force, of the class war, of the fit- 
ness of the few to rule the many, and for the 
establishment of Socialism as a purely material 
power opposed to all religion and morality of 
any kind whatever, rather than for the ‘moral 
and religious” motives, in his own brand of 
Socialism, which Mr. MacDonald pictures so 
eloquently ? 

Also, if capital “‘ fosters materialism,” as Mr. 
MacDonald tells us, what becomes of the em- 
phatically expressed and universally taught doc- 
trine of an overwhelming majority of Socialists 
to the effect that Capitalism and Christianity, 
and indeed all forms of religion, are in league as 
the deadly foes of the people, and that to the 
establishment of Socialism or Communism of a 
purely materialistic brand, men must look for 
the millennium ? 
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It is not surely by accident that “‘ other-worldli- 
ness ’’ is denounced by almost all the spokesmen 
of Socialism, and that their gospel is of “ this- 
worldliness’’ pure and simple? 

If this is not pure materialism, perhaps Mr. 
MacDonald would define it, and some of the 
other terms he uses in such peculiar juxtaposition ? 

Is it not begging the whole question to tell us 
_ that the British and not the Russian brand of 
Socialism is the genuine thing? Why should 
we believe that? Only the “ methods”’ differ. 
Or does it help us when Socialists cry out that 
their “‘remedies’’ must be applied, otherwise 
“ revolution ’’ will come ? 

Are the so-called remedies not revolution of 
a most far-reaching character? Do they not 
aim at a revolution in fundamental things accom- 
panied by dangers so grave that civil war may 
be entirely justifiable to prevent them? 

If Socialism and religion are incompatible, 
is not that an adequate reason why Socialism 
should be fought to the death? 

One of the ‘‘ends” approved by Mr. MacDonald 
must be the entire abolition of all religion! 

That is a definite proclaimed Bolshevist aim. 

Does Mr. MacDonald consider the methods 
of the Russian experiment as monstrous, and if 
Leninism were attempted here, would he advise 
resistance to it or would he advise submission? 

Straight answers to these queries would be 
valuable. 


VIII 


THE NATURE OF THINGS 


THERE is in man and in human society something 
which we call ‘‘the nature of things,” as, for 
instance, the fact that if you cut a man he bleeds 
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red, or that fire burns. Those who ignore the 
nature of things, fight against all truth in the 
moral, social and physical order. 

So it is desirable to try and see whether Socialism 
is or is not in harmony with “the nature of 
things.” Does it run with or against the natural 
tendencies of man and society ? 

By that test it must stand or fall, though there 
are other tests also to which we can submit it. 

It is to be observed that while we are told 
that the ‘‘ completed Socialist State will own all 
capital,” we have little or nothing told us as to 
how that State is to come into possession of this 
capital, except that the process is to be a slow 
one. 

“Tf”? and “when” are words in constant use 
when “ the completed Socialist State’ is referred 
to, and they are most appropriate words to pre- 
cede the suggestions of the Socialist theorists. 

However, before we talk of the ‘‘ completed ”’ 
Socialist State it is surely pertinent to ask: 
How is it to be established ? 

So we propose to enquire into Socialist prin- 
ciples, to analyse them, to see how far they are 
consistent with reason and justice, liberty and 
progress, and then to ascertain what possibility 
there is of such schemes coming to fruition. 

And to begin with we must remember that 
Socialism offers no new method of applying 
human labour to production; Socialism would 
not make men more efficient or the earth more 
productive, it would not give the labourer addi- 
tional strength, the artisan greater skill, the 
“controllers ’’ of industry more intelligence ; it 
would not alter by one iota the fact that, as now 
and always in the past, so in the future, every 
man must and does work for himself, in one way 
or another, 
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Socialism could not add one jot or tittle to 
what is produced and distributed except by extra 
efforts of the workers. 

It is no great scientific discovery such as steam 
or electricity or the aeroplane or wireless teleg- 
raphy. It could not add one grain to the wealth 
of the world, nor as an institution make two 
blades of grass grow where only one grew before. 
It simply professes to be able to bring untold 
blessings to mankind by the creation of a State 
based upon a negation of the strongest instincts 
of man’s nature. 

The State or the Community is to own Capital 
and Capitalism to the fullest extent. The transfer 
of the control of these from one set of men to 
another set of men, is to be made, and lo, amiracle 
will be wrought ! 

Now it is a circumstance worthy of note that 
although the world has been going on for quite 
a long time, and although many civilisations 
have risen and fallen, there is yet no record of 
any State, ancient or modern, successfully and 
permanently organised upon a truly Socialist 
or Communist basis. 

This by itself would go to show that Socialism 
as preached by its exponents is at variance with 
the elementary tendencies of human nature and 
the needs of human society. 

That it is a theory impossible to carry out 
may be assumed from the fact that it is some- 
thing which has never been accepted nor prac- 
tised anywhere at any time by any civilised or 
uncivilised State. 

Considering the myriad experiments that have 
been made and the different forms of Govern- 
ment and of social organisations that have been 
attempted by man, is not this a proof that 
Socialism offers us an Utopia such as Plato, 
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More, and others have dreamt of, but is only a 
dream that can never come true? 

Of course, we do not overlook the fact that 
there have been isolated attempts by bodies of 
enthusiasts at different times and in different 
parts of the world to organise Socialist com- 
munities. 

The remarkable thing is that almost all these 
have failed, except the religious orders of the 
Catholic Church. 

Although they were organised by men and 
women most eager to carry out their principles, 
imbued with conviction and full of enthusiasm, 
yet they fell to the ground. 

If this has been the case with societies having 
all the advantages of earnest bodies of convinced 
disciples, with every opportunity for working 
out their schemes to a logical conclusion, what 
would happen if an attempt were made to thrust 
Socialism, even upon a minority, opposed to 
its crude and badly-digested schemes, and forced 
continually to conform themselves to conditions 
at variance with the elementary desires of their 
nature ? 

Yet this is exactly what Socialism proposes 
to do, if and when, it gets a majority behind it. 


IX 
AN IMPARTIAL INQUIRY 


WE start out, then, with the proposition that 
Socialism is an ideal impossible in practice. 
But this postulate must not prevent our examin- 
ing the case for and against it, fairly and honestly, 
point by point, and item by item. 

One would have thought that the number of 
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obsolete laws that cumber the Statute books of 
all nations would have caused Socialists to think 

mh out more fully than they seem to have 
one. 

How slow and painful, for example, was the 
effort to destroy the holding by man of property 
even in his fellow-man ? 

How ineffectual, too, all the laws against 
vice and crime to eradicate even one of the vices 
and crimes to which men are prone ? 

We see something of this same striking fact 
in the tremendous difficulties that confront the 
enforcement of Prohibition in the United States 
of America, though it is only a question of an 
embargo on one propensity of man. 

All these facts, however, seem to have no 
lesson for Socialist theorists. 

Their schemes are bound to go through. They 
are bound to produce the results anticipated. 
Of that Socialists are supremely confident. The 
confidence is hardly rational. 

Now we have no wish whatever to accuse Social- 
ists of bad faith or to use any hard words with 
regard to them or to misrepresent them in any 
way. 
if we look at the moral aspect of the matter it 
is impossible to deny the fact that many Socialists 
have adopted a creed of pure materialism, and 
that they are opposed to every higher conception 
of society than that of pure selfishness. 

All this does not necessarily prove that they 
are in bad faith. Many, no doubt, are attracted 
to the Socialistic programme by the very keen- 
ness of their desire to see established a better 
condition of affairs in the economic order, and 
are repelled by the glaring evils in our modern 
civilisation, which bear so cruelly upon large 
sections of the people. 
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So far, this is all to the credit of the movement 
and of its authors. 

That hatred of wrong and a desire for the 
promotion of all that is just and right should 
animate men is but natural —at least to men 
not entirely under the dominion of self or self- 
interest. 

On the other hand, once men get away from 
the safe moorings of sound principles and right 
reason and fall under the dominion of sense or 
of an illusion, or of selfishness, their views of 
Justice, Liberty and Morality seem to undergo 
a vast change. 

Yet is it too much to suggest that it is quite 
possible even for men animated by the highest 
desires to start out upon a wrong course of action ? 
Or that it is quite possible for the most earnest 
physician to misunderstand his patient and pre- 
scribe the wrong treatment ? 

How many Socialists will admit this with 
regard to their proposals? Theirs is a self- 
confidence usually associated with great lack 
of knowledge. 

It will be our business, without impugning 
the good faith of Socialists, to show what we 
believe would be the logical and necessary results 
of the attainment of their ends. 

We shall not burke discussion nor refuse to face 
any difficulty that is presented. We hope to 
consider every item of the Socialist programme 
and to test it by sound principles and by criticisms 
which will be admitted by all parties to be fair 
and reasonable. 

It must be understood, however, that we are 
not starting out on this discussion having what 
is called an “open mind” on the question at 
issue. 

We have not an open mind. We have certain 
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convictions based upon our reading of history, 

,upon observation, upon experience, and upon 
the application of certain principles, and of reason, 
to the arguments brought forward by the advo- 
cates of Socialism. 

Our object will be to show that what is true 
in the moral order is supported by facts in the 
natural order ; is also supported by the nature of 
man, by the nature of the family, which is the 
basis of society, and by the nature of society 
itself, which is necessary for man’s very existence. 


xX 
“WAGE SLAVERY ” 


WE are told that the Socialist idea is “ painful” 
only because it is new. But as an idea is it quite 
new? And if it were true that it is new, does 
that settle the discussion in its favour? 

And when we find one of its leading spokesmen 
declaring that the idea is “ painful,’ does not 
that mean that it is resented and mistrusted, 
and begets vehement opposition even as a theory. 
What would it do, if put into practice? We 
shall try to find out. 

Is it suggested that this proposed gigantic 
gamble with the foundations of Society, which 
may have consequences in the social order, such 
as we are told by scientists might follow in the 
physical order from the release of the power of 
the atom, is a thing to be entered upon with a 
light heart ? 

Can the individual man, the family and the 
State, be experimented upon as if they were 
subject to the same laws as mere matter, as 
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if Darwin’s theories had brought the human 
mind into the same category as a chemical com- 
pound or an electric battery? 

Man, Society, and the State stand in a class 
by themselves. In dealing with them the history 
of the past is the only compass by which we can 
steer. For man to-day is not changed essentially 
from what we know him to have been thousands 
of years ago. 

According to some of their advocates the 
changes advocated are to be imposed by force 
if necessary. 

Others would bring them about by an evolu- 
tionary process. 

In both cases the principle is really the same. 
By violence or by legislative force the possessors 
of capital are to be got rid of. 

As to Mr. MacDonald’s “‘ brand ”’ of Socialism, 
while it aims at the same thing, we are kept in 
the dark as to how it is to be established, except 
that a majority of the nation must acquiesce. 

Whether capital is to be legislated out of the 
hands of its owners into the possession of the 
State or whether the owners are to be com- 
pensated is left in doubt. 

Granted that a majority of the people were to 
agree upon the expropriation of others without 
compensation, would that justify it ? 

And can Mr. MacDonald speak for his own 
followers now and in the future and pledge them 
to any course of action? 

He knows well that he cannot. 

Even if he could, are we not still entitled to ask 
how the thing is to be done and what would be 
the result if it were done? 

Would not the possession of all the means of 
production, distribution and exchange by the 
community, the possession or control of “ all 
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capital” by the State, mean that in such a State 
no one would be able to produce anything whatever 
except under conditions laid down by the State, 
and that this would also extend to anything to be 
exchanged ? 

Now, whoever owns all that a man may pro- 
duce, distribute or exchange, whoever owns “ all 
the capital’ a man may use, is fairly well on the 
way to owning the man. 

Indeed, that is the very charge or one of the 
charges made against Capitalism. It has ‘‘ wage- 
slaves” to do its bidding! It “owns” its victims. 

What, then, if the single owner of all capital 
were the Socialist State? Would not that mean 
slavery and to one master? 

In Russia the “accursed’’ wage system is 
once more introduced. But the unfortunate 
workers in this “ ideal State’ of the Communists 
are paid less now by about 4o per cent. than 
before the war. Their standard of living has 
been enormously reduced, for production has 
also been reduced. 

And a strike is “ desertion from the army of 
Labour ’’ and may even be punished by death! 

Indeed, the death penalty has been promptly 
inflicted in the Soviet State for even such an 
offence as drunkenness ! 

How would that work here? 

It will be seen then that the Socialist demand 
is a very large order indeed, and that the command 
of a general over the disposition of his troops and 
over every detail of their movements need not be 
so complete and absolute as would of necessity 
be the control by the State over all producers, all 
distributors, and all those engaged in the work 
of exchange, in fact, over the whole nation. 


—— 
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Dei 
THE STATE 


Now this leads us by a very natural step to 
consider what is the State and what are its proper 
wes. 

Before the State arrives at the point of con- 
trolling all production, all distribution, and all 
exchange, it must, of course, get possession of 
the means by which everything is produced, 
distributed, or exchanged, and this possession 
is set forth—and very properly so—as an 
absolutely necessary condition of the Socialistic 
State. 

The State is to take over the land and the 
minerals contained in the land. It is to take 
over, not all at once, perhaps, but in the end, all 
the implements of production, all tools, machinery, 
buildings and plants of every kind, including the 
sewing-machine of the seamstress, as well as the 
steam-engine on the railway, including as much 
the hammer and saw and chisel of the carpenter as 
the steamship that trades to all parts of the world. 

And so with all other “ capital.” 

Leaving for the present, then, the possibility 
of the community acquiring and controlling all 
these things with due regard to Justice and Liberty 
without interfering with man’s powers of origina- 
tion and invention, without crippling and cur- 
tailing the activities which are natural to him, 
let us see what is the State which is thus to get 
into its possession everything—all the Capital 
of the Nation—as Socialism claims would be 
necessary under a Socialistic régime. 

What, then, is the State? What areits powers? 
Is it bound to consider Justice and Liberty and 
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the welfare of individuals, or to admit that 
individuals have any rights whatever? 

Is the citizen nothing and the State everything ? 
These are important questions, and some con- 
siderable space must be occupied in giving them 
answers, for there are many conceptions and 
theories as to what the State really is, and 
as many as to what are its duties and its 
rights. 

To begin with, the modern State, in theory, is 
the whole community organised in civil society 
living under a particular form of government 
which it creates and controls. 

But in actual practice what do we find? The 
whole of the people of a country cannot participate 
in the government. Government does not work 
like that. 

We do not need to recall the work of Bismarck, 
and one or two other men in making pre-war 
Germany; nor the work of Napoleon in the 
making of France and the First Empire; nor 
the work of statesmen at different times, whether 
it be Abraham Lincoln who freed the American 
slave, or whether it be a handful of revolutionaries 
in Brazil who deposed the Emperor and seized 
the reins of government ; whether it be a Parlia- 
ment that decapitated Charles the First for 
raising taxes without its consent, and found in 
place of that illegal raiser of money a Cromwell 
who abolished Parliament altogether and ruled 
without it ! 

Nor need we do more than refer to the (about) 
400,000 Communists who to-day rule some 
130,000,000 Russians with a rod of iron, and 
whose power is only limited by their own will and 
the means to enforce it, and who again are ruled 
by a mere handful, a superior Council of seven 
members, who are omnipotent. 
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And into this party no member is admitted 
who professes belief in God ! 

Also we see in Italy and Spain how dictator- 
ships can spring up and dominate nations. 

We do not require to deal with other instances 
of this kind, of which history is full, to show 
that it is the individuals who for the time being 
compose the Government of a country that are, 
in reality, ‘‘ the State,’ that exercise its func- 
tions, that speak in the name of, and that very 
often misrepresent, the people, and do what 
the mass of the nation would not tolerate if it 
had the ready means of expressing its wishes. 

In theory, every citizen goes to make up the 
State, and in theory, Authority resides in the 
people. 

The true theory is that Authority exists apart 
from the people, and through them comes to 
their rulers. But this is not the Socialistic 
conception of a State. 

As we have said, then, history is full of proofs 
that it is the individuals who govern a country 
for the time being, and not the vast mass of the 
people, who really mould and direct the every- 
day working of affairs and who are the State in 
action. 

Authority is vested in the people as a whole, 
but it cannot be exercised by the people as a 
whole. Authority may be held to be equal in 
every citizen—and this implies that it should 
be exercised equally, directly or indirectly, but, 
as a matter of fact, this is impossible. 

In no shape or form can Authority be exercised 
by citizens in the mass. They must delegate 
their authority to others, who will exercise it 
in their name. 

Again, power is often seized and exercised 
whether the people like it or not, and even under 
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the most democratic forms of government the 
people are largely helpless in the matter—even 
now, in the individualist community. 

Take this country. What “the State” here 
amounts to is this: There is a General Election 
with two or three contending parties, and a 
man, to make his power felt at all, must support 
one or other of these parties, otherwise, for that 
purpose, he ceases to be a citizen. 

One or other of these parties gets into office, 
and for a time continues to exercise Authority, 
sometimes wisely and sometimes unwisely, some- 
times in harmony with the wishes of a majority 
of the people and sometimes against the wishes 
of a majority of the people—but all that a citizen 
can do is to wait until another opportunity 
presents itself, and then help to return either the 
same party or some other party, to power. 

The new men will perform exactly the same 
functions in the same way, carrying out different 
policies, it may be, but in exactly the same 
fashion, and the power of the people to make 
a change during the existence of Parliament 
is for all practical purposes at an end. 

They may petition, they may hold meetings, 
and they may agitate, but the Government 
of the day carries through its aims, and in foreign 
affairs, for instance, makes treaties of which 
the people are not cognisant, or only cognisant 
after the treaty or treaties have been actually 
made. 

In fact, any kind of Government whatever 
is, at best, but a very imperfect thing for securing 
that even the well-considered views of a majority 
of the people shall be operative. 

In politics men have to compromise, and to 
forego cherished wishes as the lesser of two evils, 
They have to bear many things they do not like 
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in one party, rather than fly to another of which 
they may think worse still. 

Our aim here is to show the utter impossibility 
of every individual obtaining due recognition 
for his own views and principles in any form of 
government that can possibly be organised by 
man. 

Great injustice may be worked for which there 
is practically no remedy. Men have to choose 
their ‘“‘ masters”’ and then allow these to carry 
out to the best of their ability, and often in the 
crudest way, the views of those who for the time 
being have, perhaps, a majority in the State, but 
are incapable, by the very nature of things, of 
making their will prevail except through selected 
representatives who become, not the mouthpieces, 
but really the dictators both of the majority and 
of the minority. 

The position of Mr. MacDonald and his Govern- 
ment and Party gave ample evidence of this. 
The facts are patent to all. Mr. MacDonald was 
largely “‘ the Party,” and to the maintenance of 
his power, prestige, and authority almost all 
other things had to be subordinated. 

‘“The Prime Minister will decide.” That was 
the usual formula. 


XII 
‘‘CHANGE THE GOVERNMENT!” 


Or course there are those who tell us that 
“if you are not pleased with your representa- 
tives or your Government, all you have to do is 
to change them.” It is so easy! 

To change even your clothes or your boots 
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an effort is needed. More so to change your 
habits. 

Governments, laws, policies cannot be put on 
and off like a pair of gloves. 

And so this “ State’”’-—by which we mean 
the persons who from time to time become 
dominant in the country’s affairs—is to take 
into its possession and under its control all the 
land of the country, all the minerals of the country, 
the houses, the shops, the factories, the machinery, 
the plants, down to the needle of theseamstress and 
the shoe-maker’s awl. In fine, “all the capital.” 

That is the goal. 

No one would be permitted to have private 
ownership of any of the means of Production, 
Distribution or Exchange. 

When we thus come down to hard facts, the 
real nature of Socialistic theories becomes 
strikingly apparent. 

The entire nation would be merely a huge 
workshop in which everyone would necessarily 
be allotted his particular and special task, and 
in which no one could do any particular or special 
thing unless authorised to do so by the authority 
over him—the foreman or manager or board of 
directors. It could not be otherwise. 

Mr. MacDonald acted as Prime Minister and 
as Foreign Secretary, carrying out, we suppose, 
the policy of the Union of Democratic Control. 

He dealt with foreign Ministers and Ambassadors 
and others, and what he did was known to him- 
self and to no one else until he told his Cabinet, 
which he summoned for that purpose ! 

There is no blame to be attached to Mr. Mac- 
Donald for this. It cannot be helped. It is 
in the very nature of things. Important negotia- 
tions of any sort cannot be carried on in the open 
or before a crowd. The very smallest body must 
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delegate its authority in some matters to a smaller 
body still. There is not a member of a Trades 
Union in the country who does not know this 
to be true. 

“ The State,” said the French King, “ that is 
me.’ For all practical purposes, a Government 
in action is the State for the time being, and the 
men who hold office for the moment are the 
Government. 

Is it so easy to change all this? Is it so easy 
to get rid of even a petty official in an organisa- 
tion? Is it so easy to prevent or punish jobbery, 
favouritism, prejudice, dislike, affection, selfish- 
ness, nepotism ? 

Let us consider what must necessarily be the 
consequences in a nation where “ officialdom ” 
of this type would inevitably enter into almost 
every act of the everyday life of the people. 

How would Liberty fare under such conditions ? 

It was not without some amusement that 
we read in the press sometime ago an outburst by 
Mr. G. Lansbury against the present Poor-Law 
and against the rules and discipline of “ Institu- 
tions’ where you are ‘“‘ awakened by a bell, 
dismissed to bed by a bell, summoned to your 
meals by a bell, and even buried to the sound 
of a bell.” 

Now under the ‘“‘ completed Socialist State,” 
would not the “bell” be necessarily multiplied 
ten thousand times? Inevitably. Can anyone 
deny it ? 

The indictment coming from Mr. Lansbury, 
Socialist-Communist, is surprising. Yet there 
it is, a striking testimony to the glaring inconsis- 
tencies that are to be found in so many of us. 

It must not be forgotten that in every large 
private house in the country there are the morn- 
ing bell, the breakfast bell, the dinner bell, and 
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—where they are said—the bell for prayers. 
This does not seem to have struck Mr. Lansbury. 

It is surely indisputable that the more detailed 
the organisation of Society the more it is dis- 
ciplined, regulated and controlled, the more 
constant and severe and continuous must be the 
application of rules and regulations, the more 
bells ? 

Liberty must give way to red tape. We saw 
this during the War. In a Socialist State it 
would be immeasurably worse. 

Under Socialist rule instead of a few “‘Institu- 
tions”’ such as Mr. Lansbury denounces, the 
whole nation would be one huge Institution. 

It could not be otherwise. The “ bell ’’ would 
bé continually ringing in our ears. 

The pursuit of Liberty through the “ com- 
pleted Socialist State’ would produce colossal 
disappointment. It could not exist. 

Those who bring the idea forward may be 
reminded of the Roman General who went out 
to conquer a city and lost a province. 

Judging by all we know, how is it possible to 
believe that the ‘“‘ golden days” which Socialists 
predict for their ‘‘ completed State ’’ would not 
end, after fearful suffering, in the destruction of 
all the ideals for which they are struggling ? 

No one could, for instance, paint a picture, 
if it were at any time to be exchanged for any- 
thing else, without first getting permission from 
the authorities to do so, for the simple reason 
that, as the individual while painting would be 
using materials of production, and would have 
to be supported, and would therefore be getting 
the means of subsistence from the State, the 
State would necessarily be compelled to see to 
it very closely whether he was giving value in 
return for what he was consuming; otherwise 
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anyone could impose himself as a burden upon 
the community. 

The very paint-brush he would use could not 
be his own, for ‘‘ the State’ would own, and no 
one else could own, any “instrument of pro- 
duction,” great or small. ‘‘ All capital would 
belong to, or be controlled by, the community.” 

This would apply to every article whatsoever 
that might be produced, which it was intended 
to “distribute or sell or exchange,” or which 
required any “ capital’? owned by the State to 
be used in its production. 

That Socialism would thus aggrandise the 
power of the State out of all bounds must be 
patent to all. 

A Socialist State would be the uncontrolled 
arbiter of the destiny of individuals, of the family 
and of Society. 

Such a conception of the power and prerogatives 
of the State is diametrically opposed to Justice 
and hence to Freedom. It is opposed to Right 
Reason. 


XIII 
THE STATE EXIsTs FOR THE PEOPLE 


THE State and the Government exist solely 
for the welfare of the people and of all the people. 
If they fail to secure this, they become an incubus, 
a tyranny. 

In fine, the State exists for the people, not the 
people for the State, as the Socialists propose. 

That is the crux of the conflict. 

There are those who talk as if this deification 
of the State which is essential to Socialism were 
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a ‘‘new”’ gospel. Mr. MacDonald has told us so. 

Now it is really merely an ancient, pagan, 
semi-civilised view revived in these times by 
theorists who hail it as an epoch-making discovery, 
whereas the idea is as old as mankind. 

Not that the State has no paramount rights. 
It has. But it also has paramount duties. It 
is as much bound by the laws of Reason and 
Justice and Liberty as is the individual, and if it 
outsteps these bounds it is an usurper, a thing 
to be opposed and reformed. 

The autocratic State, the bureaucratic State, 
the democratic State, and the predicted Socialist 
State have one thing in common. 

One may be more admirable in theory than 
the others. Another may be better as a working 
proposition. But each of them is subject to the 
Laws of Right, of Truth, of Justice, of Liberty, 
which exist, not by the will of any State or 
Ruler or Government or people, but are above 
all Governments and States and peoples and 
majorities, no matter how overwhelming in num- 
bers. 

No State and no Government has a right to 
do a wrong to the weakest of its citizens. 

Every claim to other power than what is just, 
every improper use of power by the State is a 
crime, no matter what sanction it may have 
from superior numbers or superior force. A 
tyrant Czar is no worse than a tyrant Lenin. 

A Socialist Government can have no rights 
and no powers other than those that may be 
properly claimed by a Liberal Government or 
a Tory Government. 

This is perhaps a hard saying to the Socialist 
State idolaters, but it is an Eternal Truth. 

Only just laws are entitled to obedience. Bad 
laws are to be disobeyed and resisted. 
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We gather from Mr. MacDonald’s pamphlet, 
Why Socialism-Must Come, that there are a 
multitude of “ignorant ’’ notions abroad as to 
what Socialism really is. Perhaps these ideas 
of ours will be dismissed, like Marx’s theories, 
as “reflecting the imperfect thought” of the 
time. 

We have no wish to misrepresent by one iota 
the true nature of the Socialist State. We wish 
to understand it. We sympathise with some of 
the ends at which Socialism claims to aim, such 
as freedom forall, justice for all, the fullest possible 
share to every man of that which he produces, 
the desire to destroy the causes that produce the 
evils of poverty, sickness, want and misery of 
any and every kind. . 

If we believed or could convince ourselves that 
Socialism would do all these things or any of 
them without violation of justice, the writer 
would be a Socialist here and now. 

But is it not evident that to abolish private 
capital would most probably make matters far 
worse than they are? 

We see the world around us, see human nature 
as it is and ever must be, see that civilisations 
ebb and flow—that of Crete or of Egypt, or of 
Greece or of Rome, or of the modern world. In 
all of them are ample proofs that the “ perfecti- 
bility of the race’ is an illusion, and that neither 
science, nor Darwinism, nor progress, nor evolu- 
tion, nor revolution, nor morality, nor religion 
can permanently destroy human characteristics. 

Lenin, lamenting the abortive effort of himself 
and his friends to establish the Socialist State 
in Russia at all costs, gave, among the reasons for 
failure, the fact that they were ‘‘confronted with 
greed, selfishness, ignorance and corruption.” 
Hence they failed. 
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_. When was it otherwise in the world? Or 
when will it be otherwise ? 

Starting out to abolish all private property, 
Russian Revolutionaries—as we have already 
stated—have created private property in Russia 
on a colossal scale. Such is the end of a mad 
theory even when backed by relentless force, 
great skill, and under the most favourable 
conditions. But meantime what havoc! 

This is the one great fact that emerges out of 
the welter of Atheism, bloodshed, anarchy and 
destruction, inaugurated by the Russian Socialists. 
It was the last thing they intended to do, but 
they found “the nature of things’’ too strong 
for them. 

Is there no lesson in this for British Socialists ? 
No lesson for them in the multitude of other 
illustrations to some of which we have already 
referred ? 

It was the same in France at the Revolution, 
and the conservative French peasant—the crea- 
tion, as he was partly the producer, of one of the 
greatest Revolutionary upheavals in the world— 
has been and is the bitterest opponent of Revolu- 
tionary Russia ! 


XIV 
COMMUNISM AND SOCIALISM 


Ir may be said that we confuse Communism 
and Socialism, but surely Mr. MacDonald is aware 
that when he and his friends put the query to the 
Russians—‘‘ What is the difference between your 
Socialism and ours?” the answer was—‘‘ Yours 
is not Socialism at all. Ours is the only real and 
true Socialism.” 
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Mr. MacDonald admits that the aims are 
identical. So it is only a difference of methods 
that divides Trotsky and MacDonald. 

But is there any evidence of any sort that the 
dead Lenin or the living Trotsky, Radek, Tchicherin, 
Stalin, Zinoviev, and other Russian leaders are not 
the intellectual equals of Mr. MacDonald and his 
friends ? 

Or that they have not studied the subject 
of Socialism as thoroughly as he has, or that they 
are not as honest as he is? 

Or is the British Socialist the only “ infallible ” 
Socialist? Is his the only pure brand? 

To our mind, and looking honestly into the 
facts of the case, it appears that the true, logical 
and genuine Socialism is that of the Communists, 
and that, as between private property as a basic 
principle of society and Communism as it was 
proclaimed in Russia, the various conflicting 
schools of Socialists are on an inclined plane and 
must tend more and more either to the full 
acceptance of the ideals and methods of the Third 
International or revert to the position of defenders 
of private ownership. 

What the ideals and the methods of the Third 
International are we all know. We have the 
class war, the dictatorship of the proletariat, the 
extermination of opponents, the persecution of 
opinion, the muzzling of the press, the strangling 
of liberty of speech and action, a proclaimed 
contempt for all freedom and a proclamation of 
the right of a handful of people to control the 
entire nation ! | 

We do not refer to the atheistic basis of the 
creed. That is notorious. True Socialism must 
be atheistic. 

Mr. MacDonald and his friends are living in a 
half-way house, and there is no permanent rest 
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for their feet there. Surely he and they must 
at times feel this? 

Is there not a very large and growing section of 
the Labour Party and of the Trades Unions that 
inclines more and more to Leninism and all its 
methods, including the repudiation of all moral 
and religious sanctions for private or public 
conduct ? 

Will Mr. MacDonald venture to say, can he 
say honestly and sincerely, that the ‘‘ moderation ” 
of some of his friends or even his own moderation 
is not based far more upon expediency, upon 
what they and he think can be done and how and 
when it can be done, rather than upon any princi- 
ple as to what ought to be done, if it could be done? 

We would like to ask if by a stroke of the pen, 
or by a bloodless revolution, or by a successful and 
prompt use of force by a minority, all the means 
of production, distribution, and exchange could 
be transferred to the State to-morrow, whether 
Mr. MacDonald would oppose it, or if he did, 
whether he could prevent his friends over-riding 
his opposition? He knows, we think, what the 
answer must be. 


XV 
RIGHT AND WRONG 


IF in this discussion we have used the words 
“morals’”’ and “religion,” it is because Mr. 
MacDonald uses both and appeals to them 
ardently. We are therefore only following his 
lead in dealing with this point. 

How far do these ideals or principles or sanctions 
animate a majority of his colleagues? Or what 
do he and they mean when they speak of morality, 
justice, religion, right and wrong, truth and 
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error, or of the principles of Christianity as being 
those of Socialism ? 

Are these things supposed to have a Supreme 
Moral Sanction outside and above man and society 
and the State, or are they just convenient words 
used by certain people at a suitable time to 
describe their own ideas and aims and aspirations ? 

It will surely be agreed that if “ Right ’”’ is to 
me just what I want and can get for myself at 
all costs, it differs nothing from what another 
may denounce as “‘ Wrong.’ If each of us, or 
if men in the mass, may make their own standards 
of Right and Wrong and if they alone are the 
judges thereof, have the words any real meaning ? 

But if Right is Right and Wrong is Wrong 
whatever men may say or do or think ; if there 
is a Supreme Rule of Right and Wrong, then it 
is vital to know what Mr. MacDonald means 
when he uses such words, so that misleading 
verbiage may be exposed. 

If Socialism makes its own standard of right 
and wrong, and if it is contended that the State 
or the Community may by a majority or even by a 
minority establish that to be right with regard to 
life, property, liberty, and the rest, which suits the 
rulers of the State for the time being, as has been 
done in Russia, it is urgent indeed that the people 
should understand what Socialism really is and 
what it truly means. 

Whether in so-called laws or in the use of 
force, if men’s only standard of Right and Wrong 
is their own will, that is tyranny naked and 
unashamed. 

If this is his conception of the underlying 
principles of the Socialist creed, does Mr. Mac- 
Donald not see that as between his “ism” and 
Leninism there is ind ed a common bond? 

Also does he not see that, as between all those 
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who believe in private capital and all those who 
oppose it, there is a gulf of deep principle which 
no sophistry can bridge? 

How is this basic divergence to be got over? 
By abolishing private capital! says Mr. Mac- 
Donald. 

Surely, then, he must feel that by affinity he 
is closely wedded to Leninism and Communism, 
even though by expediency he may be separated 
from them for a time. 

Are not all upholders of private capital and 
private capitalism in one camp and all those who 
would make the State or the Community the 
only owner, in another camp, or at least in allied 
camps? P 
_ These latter are merely divided by views as 
to methods, as to opportunity, and as to what 
is feasible at the moment. 

Those who are in total opposition to the end 
in view, only discuss the methods proposed in 
order to expose their certain results. 

Let us now return to a consideration of ‘‘ the 
State.” 

We have likened a ‘‘ Government of the day ” 
to the directors of a company, and anyone who 
is a shareholder in a company knows how much 
his views count when once he has parted with his 
money and has got his scrip in return. 

The helplessness of shareholders is proverbial. 
The difficulty of changing the policy of a con- 
cern is notorious. There is grumbling and dis- 
satisfaction and waste and bad management, 
and they may go on for years, and the efforts 
of individuals to obtain redress are, as a rule, 
entirely wasted. 

But after all, are not the shareholders of a 
company far less under the control of directors 
than would be the citizens of State under a 
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Socialistic régime, if it were possible to bring it 
into existence? In the nature of things it must 
be so. 

We ask this question, and for an answer turn to 
the well-known definition given by Socialists. 

Here it is: The Socialist State is to own not 
only all capital, but it is to proceed upon the 
basic formula: ‘‘ FROM everyone according to 
his or her ability, and TO everyone according 
to his or her needs.” And this scheme is to be 
begun by taking from everyone all the capital 
he has. 

This “capital,” being in the ownership or 
under the control of the State, is to be used to 
procure from everyone who uses it all that he 
can give to the State in the way of service and 
production; and from the common fund thus 
created, everyone is to draw “ according to his 
or her needs ” or requirements. 

Is this not true? Again, if we in the slightest 
way misrepresent the Socialist theory, we apologise 
and ask for enlightenment. 

If anyone repudiates this as one of the many 
“old-fashioned and discarded ideas ” of Socialism, 
we would ask when and where it has been dis- 
carded and by whom? 

And what is now the formula? 


XVI 
GETTING POSSESSION 


WE will now try to find out how the State is 
to get possession and control of all the means of 
production, distribution and exchange. 

Is it to take them over by force or by legisla- 
tion? Is it to pay for them or not? 
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Some of our Socialist friends may object to 
the very idea of using force for such a purpose. 
But it must not be forgotten that revolutionary 
Socialism preaches this doctrine. 

It preaches the forcible expropriation of all 
capitalists. 

If revolutionary Socialism could obtain the 
upper hand for a time, if it could get control of 
“the State ’’—that is to say, if its leaders could 
become the State and could get force enough 
behind them—they would most assuredly carry 
out their schemes by coercion, proscription, and 
bloodshed if need be. 

They would forcibly expropriate, and if men 
resisted they would take their lives as well as their 
property. About this there can be no doubt 
whatever. 

It has been laid down by the revolutionary 
Socialists, and it is part of their creed, and their 
doctrine of violence is founded entirely upon 
the view that anyone who has any property is 
in possession by force and fraud, and that force 
may be properly used to dispossess him. 

“Thou shalt not steal” presupposes private 
ownership. But then that is what the Russian 
Communists call a ‘‘ dope doctrine,’ meant to 
degrade the people ! 

“ Property is robbery,” said Prudhon, and 
so say al] Socialists, if not actually, then by 
inference. 

It is not, we are told, the ideal of Mr. Mac- 
Donald’s “‘ Socialist,’ who is more or less of an 
abstraction. But it is the ideal of a large school 
of Socialists, as we know, and in trying to find 
out what British Socialism really is we venture 
to submit that Mr. Ramsay MacDonald dare not 
claim a monopoly for his own brand. 

There are other men and other brands, and Mr. 
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MacDonald can only speak for the hour and for 
himself. He has many limitations as an exponent 
of Socialism. 

Now under the heading of ‘‘ compulsory ex- 
propriation and confiscation ’’ we would set down 
every form of unfair competition on the part of 
the State intended to produce the same result. 

If revolutionary Socialism spells forcible ex- 
propriation, evolutionary Socialism—at least a 
certain school of ‘‘ evolutionary” Socialists— 
would expropriate in a more scientific and pain- 
less, but in a no less unjust and unscrupulous, 
way. 

They would render a man’s property value- 
less by competing with him in his own line of 
business. 

They would, for instance, build houses “ by 
the State,” partly at the expense of individuals 
owning other houses, and by rating and taxing 
those individuals. They would then let the 
houses built by the State, partly at the cost of 
the owners of other houses, at a much lower 
rent than those owning houses could afford to do. 

Do our readers see the real point at issue in 
this connection? And do they agree that to 
compete in this way with individuals, the entire 
resources of the State being used for the purpose, 
and partly at the expense of those individuals 
themselves, would in essence be as unjust, as 
dishonest, and as immoral as it would be to send 
a platoon of soldiers to turn a man out of his 
property and to take forcible possession of it 
in the name of the “ State’’? 

It would be a more painless process, of course. 

It will be observed that we have tried to show 
that the State is bound to be just in its deal- 
ings with individuals, and that the “vote of a 
majority” does not entitle that majority to 
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interfere with the just rights and liberties or the 
welfare of a minority or even of an individual. 

Of course, to such Socialists as argue that force 
is the ruling power and that society requires 
no greater sanction for any of its actions than the 
will of those in office, and that the acts of the 
State are their own justification, statements 
like this will not be convincing. 

Such people postulate something quite different 
from that which we postulate. They say that, 
after all, “‘ justice” is merely a question of ex- 
pediency and of convenience and that what a 
majority or even a minority is able to do by vote 
or by force is its own justification. 

Once establish a principle like this in the 
community and the foundations of Society are 
destroyed. Such a principle is destructive of the 
very idea of society. 

If a majority may work its will even on a 
minority without any other sanction than that of 
force, that minority is, of course, entitled to use 
every resource in its power to destroy the majority 
or convert itself into a majority. 

Force may be used against force when justice 
is denied. This is axiomatic. But it involves 
the view that revolution and counter-revolution 
must and should go on, as happened in France, 
the dominant faction proscribing and putting to 
death in a wholesale fashion those who were 
opposed to it. 

This is to deify force and conflict, and to 
enthrone the law of the jungle among men. 

This is just what happened in France, at the 
Revolution. At first the proscriptions were of 
Royalists and of opponents of the Revolution. 
For these primarily was the guillotine erected, and 
for these did it continue its ghastly work. 

But the underlying principle could not be 
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confined to Royalists. So the revolutionary forces 
divided into factions, each of which began to use 
the guillotine upon the other as one or other 
of them became dominant for the time being. 

For the individuals who were in power were 
“the State.” They had its machinery at their 
disposal, and they wielded its forces—monetary, 
legal and military. 

They manned the law courts and got just such 
sentences passed as were desired by the govern- 
ing faction either for purposes of revenge or for 
removing from its path persons holding opposite 
views and who might, if they secured power, send 
its members to the guillotine in their turn. 

Also where their own friends, or those who had 
a “‘ pull,” were concerned, the Courts were used 
to secure for them immunity from the law. 

There is no question whatever that, had the 
French Revolution been allowed to work out its 
principles logically it would have ultimately 
destroyed the nation, for it would have had 
only one law, namely, that of proscription, and 
only one solution of difficulties, that of the 
guillotine. The “heirs of the Revolution” may 
yet destroy France. 

In Russia an unscrupulous minority of chartered 
murderers has gained and has held power by a 
ruthless use of force, which goes on even now. 

He would be a bold man who would say that 
force against force is yet at an end in the Soviet 
republics. Certainly it has every justification. 

We argue, therefore, that whether done by 
violence or whether carried out by legislation, the 
expropriation of individuals from their property 
without compensation would be a crime against 
Justice and would be resisted to the uttermost 
as it ought to be resisted. 

“Revolutionary” Socialism or “expropriatory”’ 
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Socialism without compensation could only be 
established here after a civil war in which Socialism 
had triumphed over some 15,000,000 of property 
owners. 

_ We invite Socialists to show that we have in any 
way misrepresented the ideas of certain pro- 
pagandists who preach the “ revolutionary ’’ doc- 
trine, and who advocate the use of bombs and 
laud assassination and incendiarism as a means 
of achieving their ends. 

We also invite other Socialists, who may not be 
quite so “ revolutionary ” but who would propose 
to do by legislation what their brethren would do 
by force—we challenge them indeed to show that 
legislative expropriation is in its essence anything 
more just or more tolerable than forcible expro- 
priation, and we also challenge them to show that 
the community at large would be inclined to sit 
down and allow any section or faction or majority 
to do by legislation what the “ expropriating ” 
Socialists claim should be done. 

They argue truly who say that the extermination 
of all opponents is the only real means of establish- 
ing the Socialist State. 


XVII 
THE APPEAL TO FoRCE 


To attempt then, to seize by force, or to secure 
possession by legislation such as we have described, 
of all the means of production, distribution and 
exchange, would be to compel every man to give 
up everything he owns and to deprive himself 
of all the advantages of ownership at the order 
of, and for the benefit of, what is called ‘‘ the 
State,’ and which could be and would be only 
De 
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the order of a number of people who, for the time 
being, wielded the powers of Government. 

‘“ Revolutionary” or “ evolutionary ”’ Socialism 
on these lines is unthinkable, except after civil 
war and wholesale plunder, with all their conse- 
quent horrors. And how would it end? 

In Russia it has meant the creation of a new 
and greedier aristocracy whose display of wealth 
and luxury has already produced widespread 
disgust and dissatisfaction among the vast body 
of toilers who see a new set of well-fed, rich 
masters lording it over them, in the name of “ the 
dictatorship of the proletariat.” 

Communist representatives living in the palaces, 
of former aristocrats, riding in Rolls-Royce cars, 
parading with their families on horseback in the 
parks, their wives and families covered with 
stolen jewellery, flaunting all the vices of the 
former system, which was drowned in blood, 
while the toilers are worse-fed, worse-housed, and 
worse-paid than ever before, and are harried and 
herded by overseers, spies and exploiters, is 
indeed a glorious result of the Socialist millennium ! 

And no honest man dare deny that this is a 
fair, even an under estimate, of what Russia 
has ‘‘gained’’ by the establishment of the govern- 
ment of the “ poor and the oppressed.” 

So far we have spoken of Justice. 

Now let us think of Liberty. 

Men love Liberty; it is part of their nature. 
Life is dear to men—we should say the dearest 
of all things. ‘“‘ Greater love than this no man 
hath, that he lay down his life for his friend.” 
He who gives his life gives all. 

And yet, strange as it may seem, men hold 
to many opinions so earnestly as to believe them 
to be worth more than even life itself. 

Have not men died for their religious convictions 
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—given up their lives freely? Have not men 
died for their country—given up their lives 
freely ? Have not men died in defence of their 
liberties, in defence of their homes, in defence of 
honour, in defence of wife or children, in defence 
of an ideal, in defence of the possessions which 
are necessary for the maintenance of their lives 
and the lives of their families ? 

And yet Mr. MacDonald suggests that despite 
all these elementary forces of human nature at 
work in the heart of man, just as powerfully at 
work to-day as ever they were, people here may 
be deprived of their possessions by a majority 
without active protest, without the shedding of 
blood, and without the disruption of all the 
bonds that keep society together ! 

_ He opposes the Russian ‘‘ method,’ which 
provides for, and recommends, just those very 
agencies. 

We argue that the desire to possess property, 
the desire of ownership, is as much a part of man 
as his love of liberty or his love of country. To 
own is an instinct of the human heart. It is not 
there by accident. It is as much in the nature of 
man as his passions or as any one of his intellectual, 
moral, or physical qualities. 

This is why no State has ever been founded 
upon any other basis than that of private property. 
It is quite true that there are some things that 
are under the control of the State. The reason 
for this is clear and evident. There are certain 
things the use and enjoyment of which may be 
better secured to the community at large by 
public than by private ownership and control. 
In other words, the individual use is best protected 
by this means. 

This, however, does not alter the principle 
laid down. - 
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If it is argued that in a Socialist State there 
might be certain exceptions, that some things 
might be privately owned by individuals, but 
that the ruling principle would be ownership 
by the State, this would be no real weakening 
of the system against which we protest. 

Also it is no argument whatever in favour of 
“common ownership of all the means of produc- 
tion, distribution, and exchange,” to say that 
certain things have been, or may be, acquired 
by the State and worked by the State for the 
benefit of all. 

So long as the basis of the State is private 
property, exceptions may be considerable, but 
they do not affect the principle. They do not 
prevent men from acquiring private capital. 
They do not interfere with the instinct of owner- 
ship. They do not prevent men from saving. 


XVIII 
PUBLIC OWNERSHIP 


A MAN may without regret see the water and 
the gas and the trams owned by a municipality, 
but there are a thousand and one things outside 
these and beyond these, upon which his desire 
for ownership can be exercised, and which he 
can truly and really acquire and call his very 
own. 

Does anyone imagine for a moment that should 
an attempt be made to extend the principle of 
public ownership to everything to which the 
Socialists claim it should be extended, that men 
would acquiesce in it? It is contrary to the 
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nature of man himself, whose desire to own 
property is shown by the way in which he will 
struggle, and plan, and economise in order to 
become the owner of something, not merely 
because of the fact that a certain amount of 
ownership saves him from possible want and 
privation, but because he desires to own, even 
apart from this consideration. 

Were it not so, once a man had secured himself 
against the possibility of want, he would be 
satisfied and would crave for no more. But 
this is just the very thing that man does not do. 
He desires to own, and to own not merely enough, 
but to own more than enough. 

He desires not merely a house in which to live, 
but comfort ; and not merely comfort, but luxury, 
ease, and beautiful surroundings, and, for the 
possession of these, even although he may ultim- 
ately give them away to the State, or bequeath 
them to charitable institutions, man will go 
through years of privation and hardship and hard 
physical and mental toil. 

He will pioneer to the uttermost ends of the 
earth, he will explore unknown regions, induced 
thereto by that powerful law of his nature which 
urges him to acquire, which urges him to own, and 
which finds satisfaction, not merely in ownership 
of things that are absolutely necessary, but even 
often a greater satisfaction in the acquisition 
and ownership of things that may only minister 
to his love of the beautiful in architecture, in 
painting, in books, or in the thousand and one 
things in which the heart of man delights, and 
which go to prove conclusively that he ‘ does 
not live by bread alone.” 

Yet in compelling him to forego all these desires 
in the Socialist State, we are assured that man’s 
liberty would not be outraged! Men are invited 
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to create by a majority a State in which none of 
those desires could be satisfied ; that is, to con- 
stitute a society not founded on man’s nature, 
but utterly at variance with it! 

Could such a society be founded? Or, if 
founded, could it endure ? 

The instinct of ownership, we repeat, is 
elementary. It is to be found everywhere 
among men, at all times, in all lands. It is 
a law of man’s nature, and any State attempted 
to be founded upon the opposite principle, any 
State from which private interests should be 
attempted to be entirely eliminated and only 
public interests substituted, could last no longer 
than the bayonets of those who insisted upon 
maintaining it were able to overawe the popula- 
tion. It would be a slave State honeycombed 
with evasions and corruption. 

We will put on one side the possibility of a 
triumph either of revolutionary Socialism or of 
evolutionary Socialism which would expropriate 
by cunningly devised legislation. We think that 
all practical men and even some Socialists will 
agree in dismissing these alternatives as equally 
objectionable. 

By a process of exclusion we arrive at the 
further question: Is it possible for the State to 
acquire from the individuals who own the means 
of production, distribution, and exchange, and to 
pay for them without outraging justice or without 
working substantial wrong to any part of the 
community. 

Let us remember that the theory underlying 
the proposition which is advocated by some 
Socialists is this—that the State is really something 
apart from the whole of the people who compose 
it, and that it can carry out transactions with all 
the people and take over their property in return 
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for a quid pro quo, which shall be adequate and 
substantial. 

If this does not mean that the people of the 
country are, through the Government of the 
country, and in the name of “ the State,” to buy 
from themselves, with their own possessions, 
everything they own, and that they are themselves 
to become indebted to themselves, for what they 
may acquire from themselves, then we confess 
that we do not know what it means. 

In what way, then, may we ask, could the 
State take over everything which the people 
own, as means of production, distribution, and 
exchange, and, at the same time, give them 
adequate compensation for what they surrender ? 


XIX 
No Way ExXxcEerT CONFISCATION 


LET us suppose for a moment that the land 
and minerals, buildings, plant, and machinery, 
tools, utensils, railways, steamships, and all the 
thousands of things that go to make up the 
entire means of production, distribution, and 
exchange represent in pounds sterling, say, 
ten thousand millions. How could the State 
“pay” the owners for these millions of capital 
which they would be called on to give up? 

We would invite all the Socialists, who ever 
sat down to spin their theories, to show any 
means whatever by which this proposal, which is 
an absolutely necessary preliminary to the equit- 
able and peaceful establishment of the Socialist 
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State, as contemplated by certain Socialists, 
could be carried through. 

To find the amount of money necessary to pay 
for all these things would be impossible. In 
the first place, we have only about one hundred 
and twenty millions of gold coin in the country, 
and that belongs to the banks or to the people 
who have deposited it in the banks and other 
institutions. It is their property, and it could 
not be taken to pay for other kinds of property 
without compensation being given to those who 
own it. The coin of the country only represents 
a trifle, a bagatelle, of the national wealth. And 
money in itself is not wealth. It is a medium 
whereby wealth can be exchanged. 

It will be remembered that we are now dis- 
cussing the possibility of carrying through an 
equitable scheme, just to all parties, for the 
establishment of the Socialist millennium. 

As money wherewith to pay for all the pro- 
perty of the people is out of the question, the 
State therefore could only issue bonds or obliga- 
tions of indebtedness to individuals in return 
for the tangible assets, for the capital, which 
it would take over from them. 

Grant for a moment that the community 
would assent willingly to the handing over of 
its houses and lands, and machinery and plant, 
all the means of production, distribution, and 
exchange, in return for bonds of the State— 
which bonds the very people who hand over 
their property would be the persons to make 
good—what would these bonds be worth to any 
holder of them ? 

They would be simply worth the paper they 
were written upon. For if all the means of 
production, distribution, and exchange were in 
the hands of the State, these bonds could not be 
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exchanged or sold, and they would therefore 
be of “no value except to the owner,’ as the 
saying goes. 

And so it is quite clear that no matter how 
one looks at it, it is impossible to consider a 
scheme of purchase by the State. of the entire 
capital of the community in any other light 
than a wild conception of men who have not 
considered, even in any elementary way, the 
nature of the proposals they make. Some recent 
pronouncements of Socialist theorists on the 
subject are interesting. 

Of course it is possible, as long as society is 
based upon the principle of private property, 
for the State to acquire certain interests or certain 
properties and to pay for them either in money 
or in bonds, because people may lend to the 
State, or accept bonds, which are of value be- 
cause they bear interest and are exchangeable 
for other things. 

It would be a difficult thing to carry through 
the nationalisation of the railways, but it would 
not be an impossible transaction ; and it is possible 
that it might be beneficial to the State and to 
the community if it could be done. 

There is no necessary Socialism in that. 

Or it might be possible to transfer even the 
land of the country to the State. Land 
nationalisation might be a very good thing or 
it might not. But this would be a much greater 
and more far-reaching transaction, much more 
difficult to carry through than the nationalisa- 
tion of the railways, the values of which are at 
the present moment represented by stocks and 
shares. 

If the State owned the railways, Government 
railway bonds might be bought and sold, just 
as Consols are bought and sold. 
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It might be possible in actual practice for the 
State to own a considerable part of the national 
wealth without injury to private capital; but 
the moment it owned a very large proportion of 
it, or still more, a preponderating proportion of 
that wealth, the whole position of affairs would 
become reversed. 

The value of the stocks and shares or the scrip 
representing this capital would, as the State 
became completely “ socialised,” tend to decrease 
and ultimately to disappear, for the simple reason 
that the possibility of exchanging things freely 
being at an end, the State would have no equiva- 
lent to offer to the owners of any kind of property 
of which it wished to deprive them, or which it 
wished to “‘ buy” from them, and so all its bonds 
of obligation or indebtedness would simply be 
pieces of paper as valueless as a dishonoured bill. 

It is impossible for the State to purchase from 
the entire community all its property, and to pay 
for it, in anything, or in any form that would be 
of the slightest value. Is it not evident that the 
community if paid in bonds, let us say, would 
merely be accepting from itself bonds for its own 
property ? 

And how could it realise these bonds ? 

Let us recapitulate. Payment for the entire 
means of production, distribution, and exchange 
could not be made by the State to those who own 
all these things by any monetary transaction. 
Where would the money come from? As we 
have shown, it is not available in sufficient 
quantities, and if it were it would be valueless 
to the owners when they got it. Besides, it does 
not belong to the State, and the State could only 
get it firstly, from those who have it, by giving 
its equivalent; and this again is out of the 
question. 
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XX 
AFTER THE TRANSACTION 


THE peaceful acquisition, then, of everything 
that is worth having could only be secured by the 
State issuing obligations or bonds of the same 
value to the dispossessed owners of capital. 

Now it must not be forgotten that these bonds 
could not carry interest, because if they were to 
carry interest the whole basis of Socialism would 
be destroyed. The community would have to 
work in order to pay the interest to the persons 
who now own all the means of production, dis- 
tribution and exchange, and the last state of 
society would be worse than the first. This 
would certainly involve “ production for profit,’’ 
one of the “horrors”’ of the unthinking Socialist 
“ reformer.”’ 

Socialism must exclude interest, as it would 
forbid anyone having possession of any of the 
means of production, distribution, or exchange, 
and as anyone receiving interest would be a 
“capitalist,” a parasite. The State must be the 
sole capitalist. 

By paying the owners of capital in interest- 
bearing bonds the Socialists would be entrenching 
an enormous number of capitalists—because every 
interest-drawer would be a capitalist, and would, 
of course, be guaranteed the payment of his 
interest by the State ; so that, in a certain sense, 
he would be more clearly and permanently a 
capitalist than he is at present. He would indeed 
be “ living on the labour ”’ of others. 

To-day a man may engage in business and use 
all the means of production, distribution, and 
exchange, and he may lose thereby. He may, 
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in fact, fail in the attempt and thus cease to be 
a capitalist. But if the State issued to him 
interest-bearing bonds for all his property he 
would be an assured and guaranteed “ capitalist ”’ 
for all time. 

He would be able to draw from the State all 
his requirements in perpetuity. 

This is so obvious that it scarcely needs 
emphasis, but it is as well to point out to every- 
one concerned, high and low, rich and poor, 
Socialist and Individualist, that the talk which 
is indulged in of acquiring men’s possessions and 
paying for them in bonds is really only confisca- 
tion under another name, because in a true 
Socialist State interest would necessarily be for- 
bidden. No Socialist would propose to continue 
to pay interest upon the price of things taken 
over by the State from individuals.* 

If any Socialist denies this, we would ask him 
to explain how “capitalism” is going to be 
abolished by creating many millions of interest- 
drawers from the State? 

The State has nothing. It has no property. 
It has no funds. In fact, it is already largely 
indebt. It isin debt to the citizens of the country. 
It can only acquire any kind of property by 
going more deeply into debt. 

Of course it may be said that the State has 
the Post Office and the Telegraph Service, and 
owns certain docks and harbours and ships of 
war. 

All that is perfectly true, but it owes much 
more than the value of these things, and they 
are not available for the purpose of purchasing 
any other property. 

If it used them for such an object the State 


2 At a recent I.L.P. Conference some new proposals were put forward, but 
they were essentially confiscatory. 
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would only be parting with one kind of property 
to acquire another. 

We may then fairly estimate the short-sighted- 
ness, if not worse, of some individuals who talk 
of the State acquiring railways, mines, and so 
forth, and making an enormous profit on the 
transaction. It might make a profit, and it 
might make a loss. 

A leading Socialist once told us in a burst of 
confidence that the State could get an income of 
250 million pounds a year by the nationalisation 
of railways, mines, and so forth. He did not tell 
us whether this income was to be secured after 
the State had “ paid’ for these things, or whether 
he would simply take them over without any 
compensation to the owners. 

The State now takes by taxation, for its own 
use, some £700,000,000 a year out of the earnings 
of workers and the rewards of Capital, a not 
inconsiderable tax out of “ private enterprise ”’ 
and “private capital.” Would it get as much 
by confiscation ? 

It can only draw such a large sum because 
private enterprise and private capital have created 
such an enormous amount of wealth. 

Let us consider the position of the railways 
of the country. The average interest earned 
upon the capital invested in the railways is less 
than 4 per cent., we think the figure is. Anyone 
can work it out for himself. 

The railways of this country are capitalised 
at about twelve hundred millions. (These are 
pre-war figures.) It will be seen that the profits 
on working give a return of something like what 
we have just described. Some show more, some 
less, some nothing at all. 

Now, suppose the State bought out these 
railways and paid for them at par in railway 
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stock bearing 4 per cent. interest, there would 
remain no profit whatever for the State on the 
transaction, for they just earn about 4 per cent. 
at present ! 

Perhaps some advocate of Socialism will tell 
us where the £250,000,000 per annum of “ profit ” 
is to come from ? 

It could be got from the railways by advancin 
railway rates, and so making the public who use 
the railways for passenger and goods traffic pay 
more. This is one way, and would simply mean 
extra taxation on those who use the railways. 

Or it might be got by reducing the wages of 
the employés or the number of the employés. 

As a matter of fact, the first thing likely to 
happen if the railways were taken over by the 
State would be a demand by all railway employés- 
for still higher pay for their services than they have 
at present. And this would at once add to the 
cost of working the railways, so that, instead of 
securing a profit, there might well be a loss on 
the transaction, as is the case in many countries. 

It will be obvious that unless both the nation 
and the employés are to be benefited by the State 
taking over the railways neither would have any 
interest in the transaction going through. 

We know already what are the conditions of 
service in the Post Office. There are plenty of 
complaints from that quarter. But if it were 
possible that all services, instead of a few, could 
be put into the hands of the State, and if all the 
workers were employed by the State, let us just 
consider for a moment what would be the result. 

Benefits conceded to the employés would neces- 
sarily be at the expense of the whole of the 
community, the employés themselves included, if 
there were only one common fund out of which 
remuneration could be drawn; all would have 
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to contribute to that fund, and all would have 
to draw from it. 

An advance now of salaries to Post Office 
employés, of say Io per cent., means that the 
portion of the community using the Post Office 
pays this extra 10 per cent., and that the employés 
benefit. 

Or there may be a loss, to be made up by 
general taxation. 

Any improvement in the-condition of the 
workers under the Socialist State would be some- 
thing to which they themselves would necessarily 
contribute, for, as we have just shown, remuner- 
ation would be given out of a common fund, and 
to this fund again all results of production would 
necessarily go. 

In fact, employés would be taking out of 
one pocket and putting into another—a not very 
satisfactory way of improving one’s condition 
or becoming more comfortable. 

If there is any other method by which the 
condition of workers could be improved in the 
Socialist State, we should be very glad to know 
of it. 

And here the importance of production would 
come in. If less were produced, as in Russia, 
the whole country would inevitably suffer. 

Of course, a portion of the railway “ profits” 
referred to might be secured if the entire holdings 
of railway shareholders were confiscated and all 
their interest taken over by the State. But 
this brings us back to the original question of 
sheer robbery, which has been dismissed as 
impossible by Mr. MacDonald. 

One outstanding fact is to be borne in mind. 
Mostly all State enterprises all over the world 
are now worked at a loss. 
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XXI 
PAYMENT BY BONDS 


WE think, then, we have shown that the 
purchase of all the means of production, distribu- 
tion, and exchange by the State, and the payment 
of the owners in interest-bearing bonds or 
obligations, if it could be done, would be a 
negation of Socialism. 

In addition to this, assuming that such a 
thing were proposed by Socialists, the persons 
paid in interest-bearing bonds would themselves 
be largely responsible for guaranteeing to them- 
selves such interest. They would have to assist 
in the labour of providing for themselves the 
interest which they would receive on the value of 
the property which the Socialist State would 
acquire from them in lieu of its bonds! If they 
did not so contribute, how could “the State ”’ 
go on making payment ? 

We arrive then, by a process of further 
exclusion, at the point at which the State would 
perforce propose to take over from the members 
of the community the means of production, 
distribution, and exchange, and pay for these in 
bonds which would bear no interest. 

It must be quite clear that bonds which do not 
bear interest would practically represent nothing, 
and would hardly be worth the paper they were 
printed upon. They might indeed be exchanged 
at the “State stores’’ for such commodities as 
the holders of these bonds required; but this 
could only last for a time, and those who acted 
in such a way would be practically forced to use 
up their capital in this way, and as soon as this 
capital came to an end they would cease to have 
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any means of subsistence, and would require 
to apply to the State to receive “according to 
their needs,’ and to give according to their 
ability. 

During the time all these people were living 
upon their capital, and there would be no ad- 
vantage in their not doing so, the workers would 
be compelled to produce sufficient for their 
maintenance, and, as they would be able to 
demand from the State, we suppose, the honouring 
of their bonds and a supply of such commodities 
as they required, it is quite clear that the capacity 
of the producers to provide for the non-producers 
as well as for their own wants might be entirely 
inadequate, such a large body of non-producers 
living upon their capital, being created by a stroke 
of the Socialist pen. 

We merely give this as one of the possible results 
of such a “ purchase”’ by the State. It would, 
in effect, be a form of confiscation. 

Under Socialism there would be no inducement 
whatever to save, for the simple reason that 
“savings ’’ in the Socialist State would and could 
have no exchange value other than that allowed 
them by the State itself, and which would vary 
enormously, especially if a considerable number 
of people took to “saving” out of the State 
remuneration awarded to them for their labour 
for the purpose later on of calling upon the State 
to honour those savings by giving value for them 
in one shape or another, in food, or clothing, or in 
articles of necessity or luxury, which the individuals 
might demand. 

Payment, then, in State bonds, if these were 
to bear interest, would simply be a perpetuation 
of “capitalism” in an aggravated form. If 
these bonds were not to bear interest, it would 
simply be confiscation, because to give a man 

Ec 
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scrip for his own property, which scrip could 
only be exchanged at the State store for such 
articles as he might require, would be essentially 
to deprive this bond of any substantial value. 
It would be in fact to pay a man for his property 
in bonds which, not being exchangeable, would 
represent but a moiety of the property. 

Here again, then, we are face to face with the 
question of confiscation, and no Socialist has yet 
told us how men are to gain by having all their 
property confiscated, or how it will be worth 
the while of the individual entirely to surrender 
his own interests in favour of the interests of the 
community at large. 

How is a majority of the nation to be “ con- 
verted’ to such a policy? 

It can never be done peaceably, and those 
who say that only by violence can it be accom- 
plished, are undeniably right. 

Private interest is powerful. The desire to 
possess is powerful. Men, as we have said, do 
not “live by bread alone,” nor is it likely that 
individuals would be prepared to lay down every- 
thing they possess in order that the State (which 
means the Government for the time being) might 
hand over the administration of it to others, on 
the ground that it would be very much better for 
them that this should be so than that they should 
own it themselves and administer it according to 
the best of their ability ! 

These, then, are some of the difficulties in the 
way of the State taking all capital out of the 
hands of the owners. 

Not all the wit, not all the wisdom, not all the 
plans, and not all the theories of all the Socialists 
who ever lived, will enable them to carry out 
such a scheme equitably and justly. 

Socialism, then, would inevitably mean civil war, 
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and the establishment of a so-called reign of 

justice, of truth, of equality, and of brotherhood 
_ upon a basis of robbery and coercion. This is 
worthy indeed of the so-called scientific ‘‘ thinkers ” 
in the Socialist ranks. 

It is just what was attempted in Russia. 

Such a scheme is at variance with all human 
experience and is opposed to every instinct of 
man. 

Chaos and not order would be the result of 
such a revolution as we have just described. 


XXII 
AN IMPOSSIBLE THING 


SOCIALISM in its very initial stages, therefore, 
asks us to do the impossible. It asks from human 
nature something that human nature cannot 
ve. 

Shen, indeed, animated by the highest motives, 
by love of mercy and justice and liberty, and by 
a desire to serve their fellow-men, ‘‘ may sell all 
they have and give to the poor,” but we know 
how limited is the number that take such a view 
of their duty. 

We know the typical case of the young man 
who, on being told to do this, turned and went 
away sad “because he had great possessions.’ 

Yet many men might be persuaded to such 
a course of action if it were for some high and 
noble object, to promote liberty, to promote 
justice, to promote truth, to promote human 
happiness, or to lift the miserable and the 
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down-trodden and the wretched into a position 
of hope and comfort. 

But Socialism, although it professes to be 
able to do these things, would be entirely incap- 
able of doing any one of them, for it proposes 
to begin on a wrong basis. 

To take over all a man’s property, and “ pay” 
him for it in worthless bonds, would be to put 
“all on a level”’ indeed. 

That Socialists should think that this could 
be done and without the most vigorous and 
uncompromising resistance, only proves that the 
Socialist mind moves in a world of illusions ; 
that it wishes certain things to be, and proceeds 
as if they really are, that it leaves out of account 
all the important things that go to make up 
human individuality and personality, and that 
it conceives of man, not as an entity with a will 
and an intellect and a moral and a physical 
nature of his own, that make every man different 
from every other man, and stamp upon each the 
seal of a distinct and separate creation, but that it 
looks upon man as a sort of growth, a sort 
of plant, that may be pulled up by the roots and 
replanted in the ground, branches downward, 
and that the roots may be expected to bear buds 
and flowers and fruit ! 

Socialists do not live in a real world, and do 
not contemplate a real world; they live in an 
ideal world and contemplate a world that could 
not exist permanently. 

We think, then, we have demonstrated that, 
whether we speak of revolutionary Socialism 
—which frankly and openly advocates force and 
the destruction of property and the destruction 
of capital as a means to found the Socialist 
State—or whether we contemplate evolutionary 
Socialism—by which the State is to acquire for 
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itself, by legislation, the property of people 
without compensation of any kind—or whether 
we contemplate the only form of ‘‘ compensation ” 
which the Socialist State could possibly offer to 
people for their property—interest or non-interest- 
bearing bonds, we are at every turn confronted 
with the fact that none of these proposals is 
capable of being fully realised upon any 
other basis than that of confiscation pure and 
simple. 

Justice would be outraged by the application 
of any of the plans we have discussed. No State 
and no Government could do any of these things 
except by the deification of brute force and in- 
justice; and to imagine that a whole society 
could be turned topsy-turvy and thrown into 
chaos and disorder, and that another, without 
any guiding principle of morality or justice 
to consolidate and perpetuate it, could be 
brought into being, or, if brought into being, 
could last, is a dream worthy of the wildest 
lunacy. 

We have considered in much detail the various 
ways in which an attempt might be made to 
get into the hands of the State all the capital 
of the nation, so that no avenue has been 
left unexplored. We would ask the reader to 
remember that in doing this we have been com- 
pelled to devote considerable space to what are 
necessarily futile suppositions, and answers to the 
same. This, however, was unavoidable, if we 
were to thoroughly explore the ground. 
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XXIII 
THE OMNIPOTENT STATE 


HowEVER, we shall not leave the matter here, 
but carrying forward our investigations, we shall 
endeavour to see what would be the state of a 
Socialist society—if that society could be brought 
into existence—what life there would be for a 
man—what possible liberty—what chance of 
development—what means of satisfying his reason- 
able desires—what, in fact, would become of man 
as we know him to have been for thousands of 
years—under such a scheme. 

And we think we shall have even an _ easier 
task in demonstrating the utter impossibility of 
man continuing to exist and develop his nature 
under such conditions than we have had in proving 
that without violation of all the elementary 
principlesthat govern society and make it possible, 
without going right in the teeth of all the laws 
and tendencies of human nature, the Socialist 
State could not possibly be brought into 
existence. 

Let us assume, then, for a moment, that the 
Socialist State has been established. All the 
means of production, distribution, and exchange 
are out of the hands of private persons. Private 
ownership of these things is at an end, absolutely. 
All owners have been dispossessed either by 
direct violence or by expropriatory legislation, 
backed up by force as in Russia. 

Or, on the other hand, all the owners have 
willingly consented to deliver up everything 
they possess in return for State bonds without 
interest ; for we have seen that to issue interest- 
bearing bonds would be an aggravation of the 
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abuses of Capitalism, which Socialists continually 
denounce. 

We shall not attempt to describe how this 
change has been brought about. Our readers 
are well aware that we are merely depicting a 
state of affairs which we have shown to be 
incompatible with justice. 

It is, however, necessary for the purposes of 
our argument to imagine that the impossible 
has been accomplished. 

Men are now faced with a set of conditions 
never before experienced in the world. They 
cannot produce anything without the consent 
of the State, for the State owns all the means of 
production. 

They cannot buy or sell without the permission 
of the State, for the State owns all the means of 
distribution. 

They cannot even exchange commodities, for 
all the means of exchange are also in the hands of 
the State or community. 

All capital is owned or controlled by the State 
or the community. 

It will be seen that any society under these 
conditions would be inevitably and sharply divi- 
ded into two classes, one class composed of 
officials and the other composed of the remainder 
of the community, directed, controlled by, and 
absolutely at the disposal of, these officials. 

The power of a drill sergeant over his recruits 
while on the parade ground is autocratic, detailed, 
and absolute—and necessarily so. Discipline is a 
vital condition of military service. A _ soldier 
gives up his own will to that of his superior. 
He obeys orders. Every loop and button, every 
detail of equipment, must be rigidly in accord 
with the rules. 

The recruit on parade is an automaton, but 
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even he has certain relaxations; even he may 
own some private property; even he may in 
his off-time comport himself as an individual 
and enjoy a certain amount of liberty, and even 
of independence. 

But to deprive members of the community of 
the right to own any of the means of production, 
distribution or exchange, to take away all their 
capital, is necessarily to establish a vast body of 
helots completely and entirely at the mercy of 
authority and government. It would be an 
assassination of Freedom. In Russia it is so 
to-day. 

There we have a land of spies, of informers, 
and of secret police and punishment of death or 
exile, without trial. 

Government is imposed upon men partly because 
of their shortcomings. Laws are punitive. If all 
men were good, most laws would be unnecessary. 

That any government is at all endurable is due 
to the fact that there is such a large field into 
which it does not enter. It legislates on general 
principles, but it does not come into a man’s 
home and order his family life. He is free in 
his home, as free in a sense as if there were 
no government at all—and even freer, because 
there is the security of the law and the protection 
of authority which guarantee to him his freedom. 

The law also secures to him his property; but 
does not prescribe the form of property which 
he must aim at owning or creating. He may 
devote himself to a thousand things, according 
as his temperament and disposition and genius 
may require. 

Even the very poorest of us is free to a very 
great extent in the choice of his occupation, and 
in many other ways, which make the burden of 
earning one’s bread “by the sweat of one’s 
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brow’ not a burden of slavery; not an abject 
submission to the will of another or of others, 
but a burden—often grievous and often heavy it 
may be—upon one who is after all a free man, who 
may move about from place to place, sometimes 
even as a tramp, if you like, but still freer and 
happier as a tramp with the privations of a tramp, 
than as the galley-slave of ancient days, or even 
as the modern slave emancipated in the United 
States of America, who had a market value and 
whose value it was the interest of his owner to 
maintain. . 

In the meantime, let us not forget that all the 
drawbacks of government and authority—and 
they are many—are yet somewhat tolerable 
because they do not impinge upon us at every 
turn, because there is such an enormous field 
outside the scope of governmental interference, 
where men are free to live their lives, to develop 
their own individualities, to maintain that sense 
of dignity and honour which the freedom of his 
will and the power of exercising that freedom in 
such a multitude of ways, gives to man, be he 
never so poor, never so little blessed with this 
world’s goods. 

This may seem rather a rhetorical description 
of the condition of man under our present social 
system, with its drawbacks and its iniquities, 
all of which we admit, and none of which for 
a moment we attempt to justify. But who is 
there that would not prefer to be a free man even 
on water and a crust than to be a pampered 
slave with neither will nor soul of his own, and 
robbed of the dignity which alone to the self- 
respecting man makes life worth living? 


> 


74 WHY SOCIALISM CANNOT COME 


XXIV 
HuMAN DIGNITY 


Wry is it that a man will die to avenge an 
insult? Surely because, and only because, it is 
an attack upon a man’s dignity and upon that 
sense of personality and individuality which 
makes him separate and distinct from all those 
round about him, with a life of his own which 
he values, no doubt, but upon which he does not 
place a supreme value, by considering that it 
is worthy to be saved, no matter at what 
sacrifice ? 

The sense of dignity and of free will in man 
will, by itself, preserve him from ever giving his 
adhesion to the establishment of a real Socialist 
State, except in so far as he may be an official 
in it, as one of the handful of Communists who 
“boss” Russia. 

And now let us consider what would be the 
effect upon the energies and the individuality and 
the power of origination and the industry of the 
citizen if it were possible to make Socialism an 
established fact. This consideration is supremely 
important. 

Some Socialists seem to think that there is 
always to be created, or in existence, an enormous 
surplus fund of wealth available for the com- 
munity, which only requires to be properly 
distributed in order to make everyone happy. 

We do not, of course, argue for a moment 
that the present social system is admirable, or 
that there is reasonable and fair remuneration 
given at present to every section of the community 
for the labour which it performs. 

Undoubtedly it is possible to remedy abuses, to 
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introduce reforms and to improve the present state 
of things, and that is what all true reformers aim at. 

As to the reality of the enormous fund of 
wealth available for distribution, let us not for- 
get that the greater portion of the wealth of the 
country is produced every year. The crops that 
are grown, the minerals that are mined, the shops 
and houses and ships that are built, all the pro- 
duction of each year goes mostly to replace what 
is consumed, and it is only the amount by which 
the total production exceeds the amount of 
total consumption that is added to the nation’s 
savings when the year is over. 

It is the same with a nation as it is with a 
tradesman or manufacturer. A nation may really 
have a very bad year, and may add nothing to 
its wealth. It may have an enormous loss. A 
harvest may cost more to produce than it will 
yield when realised. There may even be 
famine. 

How long would the total fund of available 
and usable wealth last if production were to 
cease? Why, there would be starvation in the 
land in a few days. Not only would the food 
supplies promptly give out, but other necessities 
would disappear with almost equal rapidity. 

Machinery of all kinds requires constant repairs 
or it would come to a standstill. This is as true 
of the largest and most powerful engines as of the 
sewing-machine of the dressmaker and of the 
implements of the carpenter and shoemaker. 

The world, in fact, is busy day by day keeping 
itself alive, and constant effort is absolutely 
necessary, or destruction would overtake the 
human race, ‘the necessity for constant pro- 
duction is ever present. 

The fund of accumulated wealth consists mostly 
of things that are not at all available as a means 
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of subsistence. Houses, of course, give us shelter, | 
and last for a good while, but even these require — 
constant repairs and upkeep to make them 
available for the purposes they are intended to 
serve. 

So there is really no fund of distributable 
wealth which would have any appreciable value 
for the community, so far as daily subsistence is 
concerned. 

Consequently fresh production is the extremely 
important thing, and the question arises, would 
Socialism increase production; would it stimu- 
late it; would it open up new avenues of 
employment ? 

Now whatever else Socialism may be, it is—as 
has been said already—no new scientific theory, 
the application of which will make two blades of 
grass grow where only one grew before. It is 
no wonderful discovery, that will increase the 
fertility of the soil, or make man a better pro- 
ducing instrument. It will not add an ounce to 
the world’s goods, except by increased human 
activity or by better methods of conducting 
industry. 

It will make neither a new Heaven nor a new 
Earth for the nation, by any other means than 
by those now necessary for the individual man to 
employ so as to better himself. 

Industry, effort, economy, sobriety, these would 
still be as vital to every man in a Socialist State 
as in the State of to-day. 

And the governing, the controlling, the directing, 
the non-producing classes would still have to be 
supported by those who did produce. 

Only there would be many more of them, it is 
reasonable to believe. 

Meantime, we just want to point out that, in 
the matter, for example, of the railways, it would 
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be quite possible to work the whole of the State 
railways at a loss to the community, that is to 
Say, persons in other walks of life might be com- 
pelled to labour to supply the deficit which 
would occur at the end of the year on the working 
of a State railway system. 

Again, the telegraphic service in this country 
does not pay. There is an annual loss on tele- 
grams, and this loss has to be made good from 
other sources of revenue. The Post Office has 
to make good out of the profit on carrying letters 
the loss incurred on sending telegrams. In other 
words, one set of workers has now to toil to 
keep another. But that would be far more 
certain under Socialism. 

Every worker to-day who consumes more than 
he produces has to be carried on the shoulders of 
those who produce more than they consume. 
It is not the “ idle rich”’ alone who consume and 
do not produce. 

Would Socialism, then, tend to increase pro- 
duction, and if production were to decrease, 
could the wealth of the nation increase? And 
if the wealth of the nation did not increase, 
how could there be more to divide than there is 
under present conditions ? 

Of course, the total production of the nation 
may be unequally distributed. That is a matter 
to which we have already referred. The great 
aim of social reformers should be to introduce 
every method that would tend to increase pro- 
duction, and, hence, to increase national wealth, 
and then to adopt drastic methods whereby the 
distribution of this wealth would be more equit- 
able than it is now. 


78 WHY SOCIALISM CANNOT COME 


XXV 
STEPS IN ADVANCE 


GRADUALLY people in the modern State are 
coming to recognise the evils of the present 
system, and by legislation aimed at breaking up 
great fortunes, by securing more just treatment 
for workers, efforts are being made to abolish the 
present glaring inequalities between the extremes 
of poverty and the extremes of wealth. 

It is very difficult indeed, to see how these 
inequalities can be entirely removed. There 
are great inequalities between individuals. One 
person has a magnificent voice which will earn 
a large income; another person cannot sing a 
note. One person has good health; another 
person is weak and ailing. One person has 
inventive genius; another so little mental power 
or activity as to be unfitted for anything except 
the simplest and commonest kind of labour. 

We do not argue that the inequalities of society 
necessarily represent the inequalities between 
individuals, but the tendency is in that direction, 
and even in a Socialist State, inequality could 
not be abolished. 

Some would have to work at the lowest kinds 
of labour, while others would work at the highest 
kinds of: labour. Some would work with their 
hands, while others would work with their 
brains. 

Workers by hand in Russia are made to toil 
for two hours a day longer than brain workers. 

Some would command and others would neces- 
sarily obey. There would not be the same 
remuneration for a man who swept the streets 
that there would be for the official controlling 
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the street-sweepers, or for those who would manage 
large bodies of men or for those who had great 
responsibilities. 

It would be impossible, then, to bring about 
equality even in the Socialist State, while it is 
quite certain that if individuals were deprived of 
the incentive of ownership, it is far more than likely 
that production would not increase, but would 
tend to decrease, and that as that tendency grew 
and developed the condition of society would be 
more and more uncertain, and more and more 
unsatisfactory, and the lower branches of the 
social order, the helots, would suffer first and 
most. 

It is admitted on all hands that under the 
present system the production of the community 
is ample to supply all its needs if only the 
equitable distribution of what is produced could 
be secured. 

Now by “equitable distribution’ it would 
appear, at first sight, that what is meant is, 
that everyone would get an equal share. But 
clearly that would not be equitable. 

Socialists in groping for a practical way of 
carrying out their theories have dimly recognised 
this, for a common Socialist formula is that the 
State should take from everyone according to 
“his capacity ’’ and give to everyone according 
to “his needs.” 

That is to say, that everyone would produce 
that which he is best capable of producing, for 
the benefit of the State, and that everyone should 
get from the State that which he requires 
most. 

This sounds very fair and very interesting in 
theory, but how would it work out in practice? 
Who would determine the nature of the services 
which each one would be called upon to render 


80 WHY SOCIALISM CANNOT COME 


to the State? Who would get the difficult jobs 
and who would get the easy ones ? 

Who would say whether a man was to be a 
painter or a coal-miner or an artist or a journalist 
or a minister of religion? For clearly this could 
not be left to the individual choice of each person 
to determine, as it is at present. 

Nowadays a man takes a risk in his choice of 
occupation. If he chooses to be an artist he 
must succeed on his merits. If he does not 
succeed he bears the brunt of his own failure. 
But all this would be reversed in the Socialist 
State, for if permitted to paint, whether the 
results of his work were satisfactory or otherwise 
he would be entitled to draw from the com- 
munity, for his needs, just the same as someone 
else who was producing a valuable commodity 
with an exchange value and giving the State 
the equivalent or more of what he would draw 
from it. 

The State, in fact, would be a milch cow from 
which it would be the business of everyone to 
get as much as possible, and his business also to 
give it as little as possible in return. 

What would be the result of all this upon 
production? As things are at present, in a 
multitude of occupations reward is according to 
effort. Then again, exertion is encouraged by 
hope of extra reward for extra effort. 

The inventions that are constantly being made, 
that tend to increase production, that tend to 
increase wealth, and that tend to the comfort 
and convenience of the world at large, are the 
outcome of the thoughts and the endeavours of 
original minds, stimulated by the incentive which 
large reward offers to every man. 

We have heard quoted the saying of Napoleon 
that he got the best out of his soldiers because 


STEPS IN ADVANCE 81 


every man “carried a marshal’s baton in his 
knapsack.” This meant no more and no less 
than that merit and achievement, to every soldier, 
no matter how humble, might bring him, some 
day, the marshal’s baton. 

By the hope of reward all that is best, all that 
is keenest, all that is creative in man, is stimu- 
lated to the utmost. And this reward comes 
in the ordinary way through the wealth, the 
emoluments, and the dignities he craves, and 
that he may achieve as a result of what he is 
able to accomplish. 

Socialism could not fail to reduce, if not utterly 
to destroy, the stimulus which this hope of 
reward gives to individual effort. It is of the 
very essence of Socialism that “inequalities” of 
condition and “inequalities” of wealth and 
“inequalities” of reward should be reduced to 
zero. 

It is argued, and truly, that if the total pro- 
duction of the community is, as it must be, a 
certain quantity—varying it may be from year 
to year, but the total in any one year being 
a definite amount—the result of an unequal 
sharing of this must mean that someone must 
suffer injustice. 

Now the reverse of this would be to secure 
to each individual, as far as possible, an equal 
reward for an equal amount of labour of whatever 
kind. 

This would be an absurdity, for half an hour’s 
labour of one person may be equal in its value 
to the State to ten hours’ labour of another. 
But the Socialist State would have the utmost 
difficulty in practically recognising such a principle 
as this. 

It is impossible, except by full and free com- 
eee to appraise the true value to the 

Cc 
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community of the work of any man or any 
body of men. How, then, could Socialism in 
practice fail to reduce the sum total of human 
activity and energy and so the total amount of 
production ? 


XXVI 
WAR AND PEACE 


APART from the desire for reward, there is 
another stimulus to exertion, and that is the wish 
of every individual to provide against the possible 
contingency of hardship and want coming sooner 
or later. 

We may call this the stimulus of the fear of 
consequences. To some natures this appeals more 
strongly than even the hope of reward. Many 
men who are not greatly attracted by the prospect 
of good things held out to them for well-doing 
are intimidated by the possibility of punishment 
for ill-doing, and act accordingly. The punish- 
ment for ceasing to exert oneself against a possible 
evil future day is that to which we particularly 
refer in the present instance. 

Hope of reward and fear of punishment, are, in 
fact, the two great stimulants for well-doing, for 
industry, for saving. | 

Now, in the Socialist State, everyone having 
the right to demand from the State according 
to his necessities, do we not almost entirely 
eliminate the fear of consequences, which, with 
many people, is so potent? 

And here again would not production suffer ? 
Hope of reward and fear of punishment are, 
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as we have said, an essential part of man’s 
nature. He has not these qualities by accident. 
They are clearly given him to fit him for the 
struggle—the moral struggle and the physical 
struggle—which every man must undergo. 

We have devoted considerable attention to 
this aspect of the matter, as it affects men in 
every-day life and in the ordinary affairs of 
business. 

We know, too, that these facts are powerful 
factors in the moral order. The hope of ultimate 
reward and the fear of punishment are, in the 
moral order, the two great inducements to men to 
“cease to do evil and learn to do well.”’ 

What would be the result in human society if 
reward and punishment were entirely eliminated 
from the moral code? What would be the result 
in the State if all legitimate ambition and effort 
were to find no special reward, and if neglect 
should bring with it no chastisement ? 

Yet this is the ideal which Socialists in reality 
place before themselves. They think to make 
man happy by making him certain that he will 
always get enough to eat; they think that this 
is more important to him than liberty, and that 
he will undergo any sort of servitude in order to 
accomplish this end. 

Some of them even go so far as to think that 
if poverty and the struggle for existence could 
be abolished, the world would be completely 
transformed, and men would be moral beings 
not merely in theory but also in practice. There 
is nothing in the whole experience of man to 
justify such a conclusion. 

Because it is so necessary to dwell strongly 
and specifically upon these tendencies of human 
nature and the possibility of uprooting them or 
of constructing a society upon principles that 
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ignore such tendencies we proceed to give an 
illustration which we think will appeal to 
everyone. 

What is there more destructive in the world 
than war? What doctrine has been more 
constantly preached to men than the doctrine 
of peace and good-will and brotherly love? 

It was believed at one time that Governments 
were solely responsible for wars and that if Demo- 
cracy once came into power, wars would cease. 
For it is the people who suffer by war. It is from 
the masses of the people that the greatest sacri- 
fices are required when war breaks out. 

As a matter of fact, nowadays we often see the 
spectacle of nations clamouring for war, and 
Governments and rulers and statesmen doing 
their best to defeat the clamour and avoid the 
results of popular passion and popular hatreds. 

Man is a fighting animal. Men fight over the 
most trivial matters. An angry word produces a 
blow. If one cause is not found then some 
other cause crops up and the fighting instincts 
of man are quickly brought into action. 

We see an illustration of this tendency in the 
case of the late Prime Minister. He was the 
chief pacifist in this country. He denounced the 
war in all moods and tenses. 

When in power he told us that he was trusting 
to open diplomacy and negotiation to gain his 
ends, but that he by no means intended to neglect 
the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force! 

We are strongly reminded of Cromwell’s advice 
m his men: “ Trust in God, but keep your powder 

ry 
Who can fail to note the resemblance? 

And so the world goes on ! 

Democracy, therefore, is not peaceful. Democ- 
racy will plunge into war with a light heart. It 
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will often demand war without any real reason. 
Why is it then that the doctrine of peace and the 
doctrine of good-will have not entirely abolished 
war? Because man’s nature does not alter or 
change in its essential characteristics, no matter 
what efforts may be put forth to that end. 

We use this illustration for the purpose of 
enforcing the contention that if the attempt is 
made to eliminate from men’s lives those elemen- 
tary incentives that urge to action, that urge to 
industry, that urge the putting forth of energetic 
efforts, it will fail. If it succeeded it would tend 
to reduce very largely the total production of 
the country, and there would thus be less and not 
more to be divided among the people. 

This would be one of the first necessary conse- 
quences of the establishment of the Socialist 
State, and the struggle for existence would be 
keener than ever just in so far as total production 
would be diminished, as would inevitably be the 
case. 


XXVII 
SOCIALISM V. FREEDOM 


A SECOND effect would inevitably be that the 
Socialist State would be fatal to Liberty. You 
cannot have Liberty in an army ; you must have 
obedience. You cannot have Liberty among 
slaves ; you must have submission. 

And, indeed, the advocates of the Socialist 
State tell us that Liberty is not an end in itself 
but is only a means to an end—that end being 
human happiness, human comfort and the welfare 
of society, and as these can be better secured 
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by other means, then Liberty must disappear 
into the background ! 

The Soviets sneer at the very idea of Liberty. 

Now what sort of men could be raised up in 
a society where Liberty was extinguished? The 
human animal only grows to his full stature, 
only develops the best that is in him, in an 
atmosphere of freedom. 

The struggle of one nation to shake off the yoke 
of another, the constant struggles of peoples 
to emancipate themselves from autocrats or 
oligarchs, the fact that the whole history of the 
world is filled with the story of such struggles, 
despite their destructive nature, ought surely to 
wam the Socialist propagandist that unless he 
can bring Socialism among men recommended 
and accompanied by Liberty, its introduc- 
tion would be disastrous and its permanence 
impossible ? 

In a recent pronouncement on the subject Mr. 
MacDonald assures us that there will be no 
sacrifice of Liberty in the Socialist State which 
he contemplates. 

It is an optimistic view. 

And so we would ask what possible Liberty 
could exist in the Socialist State ? 

We have seen that no man could own any of 
the means of production, distribution or exchange. 
This fact would surely strike at the very root of 
his independence? 

The State cannot entirely trample upon the 
individual so long as he has something of his 
own to fall back upon which enables him to resist. 

Every now and again we hear something of 
what militarism means, because of the effort to 
subjugate the will of the individual to that of 
his superiors and to make him conform to rigid 
discipline, and this only for a brief period and 
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under a law of supreme necessity that makes 
men sacrifice so much for their country. 

In the Socialist State no man could begin to 
work without the permission of his superior ; 
no man could continue to work without the 
permission of his superior ; no man’s work would 
last longer than some superior permitted it. 

Every worker would depend entirely upon the 
good will of those above him to say where, when 
and how he should be employed and what would 
be the reward forthcoming for his labour ! 

The State, in fact, would own its citizens— 
and necessarily so. Till the Soviets were forced 
to re-establish private property and payment in 
wages this was absolutely the case in Russia. 

And so they had to retreat from their impossible 
position. 

As society is at present constituted, a man’s 
rights are only bounded by those of his neigh- 
bour’s, but in a Socialist State the rights of the 
individual would be entirely submerged. 

Now, men make the laws under which they 
propose to live. At least in this country they 
have a voice in framing legislation, but in the 
Socialistic State the ‘ individual ” would “ wither” 
and the State “‘ grow more and more.” 

In warfare a regiment is often called upon to 
sacrifice itself to save the army. It becomes the 
duty of certain men in a certain position to hold 
the enemy at bay until others can assume a new 
formation or can retire from a position of danger, 
and these men must, if necessary, be sacrificed 
to the last man rather than budge. 

THE PROSPECT HELD OUT UNDER THE 
SOCIALIST STATE IS SOMETHING OF THIS 
DESCRIPTION, BUT EVERYBODY IS TO 
BE SACRIFICED FOR THE WELFARE OF 
EVERYBODY ELSE. 
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The State is to be paramount, and for the 
welfare of the State, which would own everything, 
individuals are to be called upon to give up 
liberty, to give up their individuality and power 
of origination and ownership, which is one of the 
strongest characteristics in man. 

And we are told that when all these things 
have been sacrificed and parted with, man will 
have reached a state of perfection, and society 
will be free from blemish ! 

Amidst all this delusion and illusion we appeal 
to the “‘ nature of things,” and men who refuse 
to recognise the nature of things will go farther 
and fare worse. Like authority, the nature of 
things is there in spite of us. We may make the 
best of it, but we cannot reverse it. We may 
find it press harshly at times, but any attempt 
to change it or ignore it must fail. 

Eliminating then the larger inducements to 
the individual to exert himself in the Socialist 
State, surely it is quite clear that he would give 
to the State just as little as possible for what the 
State would give him in return, and as the State 
would be bound to give to each person according 
to his needs, and not to have favourites—although 
that would be rather a difficult matter—would 
not the very law of man’s being, which incites 
him to effort and to struggle and to save, 
necessarily be reversed ? 

We can see how inevitable it is that under such 
conditions of necessity coercion would be the sole 
taskmaster, and that there would arise a constant 
pressure by the State officials to see that each 
individual did his allotted task, so that the rest 
of the people might not be cheated through his 
laziness or inefficiency or want of industry or 
want of energy. 

Force, in fact, would be the chief driving power 
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in the Socialist State, for, as we shall proceed 
to show later on, morals and moral duty and 
religion as the chief factors that keep society 
together to-day, must be eliminated under a 
Socialist régime. 

Socialism therefore gives us a purely material 
conception of Society. It makes man a mere 
animal. 


XXVIII 
STATE SAVINGS 


WE have seen then that a diminution of pro- 
duction would be an absolute certainty in a 
Socialist society, for all the stimulus and all the 
incentive and all the inducement to produce 
anything more than what would be absolutely 
necessary, must disappear. 

Of course, it may be argued that the Socialist 
State would be a prudent and thoughtful State, 
and would not leave the margin of safety so 
slight that any catastrophe would seriously affect 
it. If that means anything, it means that the 
Socialist State would begin to save, would begin 
to accumulate, and would begin to put by for 
one reason or another, and would thus do itself 
what it would refuse to permit individuals to do!» 

Let us consider what it is that happens to-day 
among individuals whose different temperaments 
manifest themselves differently in our social 
system. Some people like to save and accumu- 
late, and pinch themselves to do so. Others 
enjoy the passing hour and spend everything 
that is available and take no heed of the future. 

Between these two extremes—that of extrav- 
agance on the one hand and miserliness on the 

1This is now a complaint of the Russian workers. 
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other—there is an enormous multitude of people 
with different tastes, some desiring to economise 
in one direction, and some in another, some to 
save in one way and some in another. 

Manifestly it would be impossible for these to 
indulge their tastes or desires in a Socialist com- 
munity. And individuals might fairly well ask 
why they should be forced to toil in order that 
the State might accumulate and hoard up wealth, 
or save for a possible catastrophe that might not 
arise during the lifetime of those called up to 
provide against the occurrence ? 

THE GRIEVANCES OF THE INDIVIDUAL 
IN THE SOCIALIST STATE WOULD BE 
ENORMOUS AND _ CONSTANT. THEY 
WOULD BE EVER PRESENT IN PRINCIPLE 
AND IN DETAIL. 

If you put individuals to carry out impossible 
theories, how can they be expected to succeed ? 
If you base the State upon an inversion of the 
elementary nature of man, how is it possible 
that these inverted principles shall work out 
correctly ? 

How could Liberty possibly exist under such 
conditions ? 

It is safe then to argue that, as beyond all 
manner of doubt, not only would the Socialist 
State not tend to increase, but to diminish pro- 
duction, so that nobody would desire to do more 
than he could possibly help, and would endeavour 
by every means in his power to get as much as 
possible from the community, so also under it 
Freedom would be at an end. 

In the modern State, industry, talent, health, 
energy, enterprise—all these are weapons with 
which a man sets out to conquer for himself 
those things which he desires. 

He endeavours to get as much as possible out 
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of the community by the exercise of these 
faculties and sometimes by the exercise of other 
faculties, less admirable, such as greed and the 
unscrupulous use of his opportunities or of his 
abilities. 

That is an abuse of a good thing. All good 
things are liable to be abused, even capital. 

Even in a condition of affairs where religion 
and morals enter in, we know how difficult it is 
to keep men on the right path, how difficult it 
is to control them and to get them to do their 
duty, although duty is continually being preached 
to them, and although the advantages to the 
individual, as well as to the community of each 
man doing his duty, are apparent to all. 

And so we are driven to the conclusion that 
the Socialist conception of society—or, rather, 
should we say the Socialist misconception of 
society ?—-will be found, when analysed, to be 
based upon an initial misconception of man, and 
this misconception we may again trace to other 
principles that stretch farther back and extend 
to man’s Author and Creator. 

There can be no doubt whatever that most of the 
leading Socialist propagandists have been and are 
Materialists. We need only quote Karl Marx, 
unquestionably the father of Socialism, and whose 
antagonism to religion was notorious. 

Not very long ago a writer in the Manchester 
Guardian ventured to say that the refusal of the 
French Socialists to admit a priest into their 
ranks was a specimen of intolerance which was 
“rather French than Socialistic.”’ 


We endeavoured at the time to deal with the 
matter, and pointed out to the Manchester 
Guardian that Belgian and German Socialists 
took up the same attitude, but the Guardian, 


gz WHY SOCIALISM CANNOT COME 


with a lack of its usual fairness, did not print 
the correspondence ! 

We may ask, however, how could the different 
religions continue to exist in a Socialist State in 
which each man would have “‘ to give according 
to his ability ’’ and ‘‘ to receive according to his 
needs, out of the production of all? ” 

Are they not logical Socialists who say—‘‘ Get 
rid of all religion,’ as so many do? 

And so it would be necessary to eliminate not 
only all ‘‘ capital” from individual control, but 
all moral and religious matters would of necessity 
be in the control of the State. 

If not, how would they be dealt with? 

Can we believe that the almost universal hostilit 
to religion among Communists and Socialists is 
based upon any other view than that it is utterly 
foreign and dangerous to Socialism ? 

So even the moral nature of man is an impas- 
sable barrier to the creation and maintenance of 
Socialist society. 

The true Socialist conception of man is really 
based upon animalism, and takes little account of 
the fact that while he is an animal meant to 
live in society, he is not gregarious in the 
sense that the lower animals are gregarious. 
He has a will, an individuality, a personality of 
his own. 

No two men exactly and entirely alike in 
appearance, temperament, and character, have 
ever been seen in the world. 

Man, therefore, while he is meant to live in 
society, is clearly not intended to be absorbed by 
it and to lose in it his identity and responsibility. 
Prejudices, passions, interests, ambitions, idiosyn- 
crasies—all these are found among men, But 
they are found to be particular and special to 
each man, who is a world in himself, who lives 
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his real life not so much in society as within 
himself, who presents to everyone around him 
an impenetrable mask. The life of man is 
in his soul and in his will, and freedom of 
the will is absolutely essential for man’s full 
development. 

But that freedom of the will would be farcical 
and absurd did it not emerge in freedom of action 
within certain well-defined limits, by which the 
rights of every man are bounded by the rights 
of his neighbour. 

Government, then, as must be clear to all, is 
not the beneficent and admirable and wholly 
desirable thing which Socialism seems to postulate. 
Government is set over men because of their 
transgressions, because of the defects of human 
nature, because of the evil in man, and Govern- 
ments, at the best, can only legislate in what we 
calla “‘ penal’’ sense. They threaten punishment 
for infractions of the law; they legislate against 
wrong-doing. 

How could a Government legislate so that a 
man should love his neighbour? How could a 
Government be expected to mould men’s actions 
and men’s characters, when, after all, a Govern- 
ment can only touch the exterior man by its 
enactments, and cannot reach his soul or his will, 
where the real man is to be found? 


XXIX 
ENVIRONMENT 
OF course it may be argued, and many Socialists 
do argue, that soul and will, and all those elements 


that go to make up a man’s nature, are really 
the result of environment, and that it is possible 
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by environment to make quite a different race 
of men from that which exists now, or has ever 
existed before. “‘ Change the environment and 
you change the man.” Darwinism will do it, 
we suppose. 

But is there anything except a very shallow 
perception of man’s real nature in this sweeping 
assertion? Is it not true that man makes his 
own environment to a very large extent? Is it 
not true that in the very same environment very 
different types of men will be found—one debased 
by his surroundings and another noble and strong 
and virtuous despite these same surroundings ? 

Have we not all seen an enormous difference 
between two brothers, children of the same 
parents, and brought up at the same table and 
under the same conditions—differences of char- 
acter, differences of temperament, differences of 
disposition ; the one strong in moral qualities, 
the other weak; one the soul of honour, the 
other a black sheep—and does not this well- 
known fact show very clearly that while 
environment no doubt has an influence, it is 
far from being the determining influence in 
man’s life ? 

Socialism would, we are told, eliminate the 
struggle for existence, and would thereby make 
man content and virtuous, because there would be 
no need, forsooth, that he should be uneasy with 
regard to the future, or that he should endeavour 
to overreach his fellow-men in order to secure a 
larger share of this world’s goods ! 

We know, however, that, as a matter of fact, 
certainty with regard to the future does not 
destroy man’s wish to acquire. We know that 
great crimes have often been associated with 
great wealth, and that the desire to possess 
does not end when enough is secured. 
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_ “The love of money increases even as the money 
itself increases,’ has a Roman proverb. 

Man’s ambition leads him continually to reach 
for more, and a society founded upon a belief in 
the possibility of the destruction of ambition, 
the destruction of love of wealth, the destruction 
of the desire of possession, the destruction of 
enterprise and originality in man, would be a 
society completely inverted, and would be so 
impossible that it becomes almost unthinkable. 

The true path of progress is to recognise the 
existence of all these things, and endeavour to 
prevent the abuse of what is good, and minimise 
the results of what is evil. 

But to legislate as if good and evil were the 
same thing or as if there were neither, or as if 
either of them could be driven from the world, is 
surely to embrace a delirium? 

In placing this essay on the aims and objects 
and the possible outcome of Socialism before our 
readers, we would say that we are not “a dis- 
credited politician’ seeking to cover up failures, 
as Mr. Ramsay MacDonald says of some oppo- 
nents. We have the strongest sympathy with all 
those who are desirous of improving the present 
disgraceful condition of the people. 

The evils that exist to-day are manifest and 
multitudinous. Their pressure is continuous and 
increasing. And so when men cast about for 
some means of freeing themselves from intoler- 
able conditions it may seem hard and unfeeling 
to tell them that a particular course of action 
or a particular remedy they may wish to adopt 
will make matters worse, and not better. 

And yet in all honesty and sincerity it is im- 
possible to consider the proposed panacea of 
Socialism in any other light than as something 
which, were it possible to put it into operation, 
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would aggravate tenfold the miseries of man- 
kind. 

It is a waste of effort surely to pursue a 
phantom—a chimera? And Socialism is a phan- 
tom, a chief evil of which is that it is leading 
away the minds of many good men from prac- 
tical efforts that would improve their own 
position and the position of their fellows. 

Some people talk glibly against Socialism with- 
out taking the trouble to enquire into it or under- 
stand it. And many others, who advocate it, 
understand it still less. 

We wonder how many of its advocates could 
really tell us just how it is proposed to carry out 
the principles they proclaim? There is as much 
ignorance as to Socialism among its friends as 
among its opponents. 

Surely the first and primary requisite of adopt- 
ing any particular plan is to get right views 
concerning it? 

In dealing then with man in relation to society, 
it must be clear that a thorough grasp of man’s 
nature, a thorough understanding of the beings 
with whom we are about to deal, is a necessary 
condition of formulating any scheme for the 
development or improvement of human society. 

If an engineer started out with the idea that 
water can be made to run up hill, or that the laws 
of gravitation are the reverse of what we 
know them to be, what sort of schemes would 
he evolve, or what sort of success could he 
achieve ? 

If a sea captain about to make a long voyage 
were to throw the compass overboard and were 
to steer by rule of thumb, or if the instruments 
given him by which to work out his calculations 
were imperfect and incorrect, how could he ever 
hope to reach his destination ? 
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Society, in which man is intended to live, 
must develop in harmony with the nature of the 
beings that constitute it, and it is just as 
impossible to think that a man may be cut and 
yet not bleed, as it is to think that a society 
made up of human beings can be subjected to 
any laws opposed to human nature, and that 
such a society can prosper and continue. 

It is no kindness to men to permit them to 
labour under delusions. It is merely cowardice 
to refrain from speaking out and telling them 
what one believes to be for their good and what 
is to their disadvantage. 


It is the duty of men to use their reason with 
regard to these matters and not to be afraid to 
ear even unpopularity by putting the conclu- 
sions of their reason before their fellows. 

The gravest disaster that could come to society, 
the gravest misfortune that could happen to the 
workers of the country, would be that they 
should start out upon some wild-goose chase ; 
that they should make some colossal blunder 
in pursuing their own seeming advantage ; 
that they should fail to recognise facts and 
proceed in the teeth of all experience to 
work out impossible plans for their own 
betterment. 

This is true not only with regard to society 
but it is true with regard to trade; with regard 
to science; with regard to art. The laws that 
govern these must be observed if a satisfactory 
result is to be achieved. 

In the world of speculation there have been 
“South Sea Bubbles,” ‘‘ Darien Expeditions,” 
and false principles of trading, which have led 
to huge disasters. It is quite possible to repeat, 
in the social order, these disasters by mistaken 
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experiments. And here the results are much 
graver if the principles are unsound. 

Russia is an example much to the point. 

Let us apply ourselves to the improvement of 
social conditions, but let us first be sure that 
we are right before we go ahead. 

In discussing this matter we cannot help 
feeling contempt for some of the crude, rude, 
and ill-thought-out plans that are put forward 
by half-educated people, or people less than half- 
educated, and who seem to think that they have 
some nostrum that will set the world right. 
They, who have not studied history, who have 
not studied economics, who have not studied 
human society, seeing some grave and real eyil, 
some drawback in the social fabric, propose to 
tear down the fabric itself in order to remedy 
the mischief ! 

With ten thousand years of experience behind 
us; with ten thousand schemes that have been 
tried to produce a perfect state of society; with 
our knowledge of the shortcomings of human 
nature and the selfishness of individuals; with 
all the enthusiasm and honesty and intelligence 
and experience that have been brought to bear 
for the removal of the ills from which this world 
suffers, is it not clear that development and 
progress can only be upon the lines of man’s 
own nature, to which violence must not 
be done if satisfactory results are to be 
achieved ? 

There are those who believe in a flat earth; 
others seek perpetual motion; others labour to 
square the circle; and so some men go on, 
now with one illusion to entrance them, now 
with another. But of all these illusions none is 
wilder than the illusion of Socialism. 

Its impracticability and impossibility are writ 
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large in the nature of man and in the history 
of human society. 
But there is more to be said. 


XXX 
THE LABOUR PARTY 


To-DAY there is in existence a Labour Party, 
full of zeal for the betterment of the lot of the 
toilers. 

The duty of every honest man who wishes 
well to the State, is to help that Party to 
press on all just reforms for the removal of social 
evils. 

Those who refuse are assuming a terrible 
responsibility. Let them beware. 

Without embracing the Socialist creed, or 
accepting its conclusions, Liberal and Tory, the 
wealthy and owning classes can aid the Labour 
Party to carry out a multitude of drastic changes 
that will give the disinherited masses a fair show 
in the battle of life. 

If they choose to hinder, and not to help, they 
will deserve no pity if they meet the forces of 
revolution in the full tide of their vigour and 
anger, and are destroyed utterly, because they 
know not the day of their visitation. 

Socialism is an illusion, an impossibility. 

It is a desperate remedy, worse than the 
disease for which it pretends to be a cure. 

But disease is there ; capitalists, landlords, the 
wealthy, the employing, the privileged classes of 
this land have a long list of grave moral offences 
to answer for. 

Let them repent and reform or they may be 
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overtaken by the same disasters that overwhelmed 
the ruling classes of Russia. 

Let them aid the Labour Party to carry out 
in peace what a revolution would aim to do 
by violence, and so save from dire hardships not 
only themselves but also the masses of the people, 
the poorest of whom are ever the greatest of 
sufferers from social upheavals. 

It is no answer to the justifiable attacks upon 
the evils of modern society in which many of 
the most prominent men in the religious world 
have participated, even the Head of the Catholic 
Church, Leo XIII, to say that Socialists and 
Communists are many of them wealthy men, 
such as are to be found among Labour leaders 
in this country, that many of them are corrupt, 
as no doubt they are; and that some are 
imbued with an anti-religious spirit which is 
undeniable. 


Unfortunately many people who oppose Social- 
ism in the name of religion are themselves the 
greatest offenders against the moral law and 
bring disgrace upon the religion which they 
pretend to advocate. 

If there is corruption among Labour leaders, 
and if even many of the rank and file are selfish 
and short-sighted, does this not apply to others in 
the commercial and the political world ? 

The profiteering, the jobbery and the foulness 
that have been and are rampant in the highest 
circles are no better and no worse when they 
appear in the lower. . 

The only fitting answer to the justifiable 
indictment brought against modern society, is 
to apply remedies that will remove the existing 
evils 


If ‘the writer is not a Socialist, it is because his 
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intellect rejects it as a true remedy for the ills 
from which Society suffers, and also because in | 
conscience, he holds it to be, in the final result, 
a real negation of man as a moral being. 

Any attempt to apply that negation in social 
reconstruction must inevitably end in failure. 

The horrors of anti-religious legislation in 
Russia are known to everyone. It is the applica- 
tion of this method that has helped to make the 
Russian attempt at Communism so replete with 
every kind of economic and moral disaster. 

We know only too well, that in this country, 
among Socialists, there is the same spirit pre- 
vailing. 

Delegates to Trades Union Conferences on the 
Continent come back with an attitude as violent 
and anti-religious as the worst of the Continental 
Atheists. 

There is every reason to fear that if some of 
these people attained to power they would follow 
the Bolshevist attitude on this vital matter and 
with similar results. They have said so. 

Reforms based upon the class war, upon naked 
force, upon contempt for human rights, human 
life and human liberty, upon a denial of man’s 
moral nature, upon such blatant Atheism as has 
been officially promulgated in Russia and as is 
officially proclaimed among revolutionary and 
evolutionary Socialists upon the Continent, can 
never be anything else than a curse to the 
world. 

Such a creed can never reform an individual, 
let alone reform a nation or mankind at large. 

An attempt to apply it would be simply to 
lift the lid off hell and let loose the wildest 
passions. 
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XXXI 
A Pusiic AVOWAL 


WHEN Krylenko, the official spokesman of the 
Russian Communists, a man whose position is 
somewhat akin to the Attorney-General in this 
country, could get up in public court and, while 
demanding the death penalty and securing it, 
against men for daring to teach religion to 
anyone under eighteen years of age, could give 
utterance, amid the plaudits of the Communists 
present and with the approval of the Soviet 
judges, to the atrocious sentence—‘‘ I SPIT UPON 
YOUR RELIGION AND UPON ALL RELI- 
GIONS” he was only emphasising what is and 
what really must be the attitude of any logical 
and convinced Socialist. 

In the society which Socialism would create 
there could be no possible room for the exercise 
of religion. 

In Russia, indeed, they have formed a “ Red 
Church,”’ which has the framework of a church, 
but is without any moral code and whose worship 
consists chiefly of the singing of Communistic 
“hymns” ! 

In this country we have Socialist “ Sunday 
schools” where the most appalling doctrines are 
inculcated to the very youngest children, and 
in which religion of any kind is denounced as 
superstition, and the moral law as contained 
in the Ten Commandments is a subject of ribald 
abuse. 

It is useless for Mr. Ramsay MacDonald to 
say that his Socialism is founded upon a religious 
and moral code. 

When the very existence of God is denounced 
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as a myth, “a moral code”’ built upon such a 
foundation can be only described as a farce. 

“ Thou shalt not steal” involves a right to 
private property which Socialism and Com- 
munism deny, and enables us to see how the 
issue is at once joined between any and every 
form of religion and the principles upon which 
Socialism is built. 

Even in the Prime Minister’s pamphlet, to 
which we have so often referred, there is ample 
implicit evidence that when he talks of “ religion ” 
and “‘ morality ” he is talking of something very 
different from that which Christians mean when 
they use these words. 

His references to Marx and to Darwinism are 
proofs of this. 


We have tried, then, in the foregoing articles to 
show ‘“‘ Why Socialism cannot come,’ or, if it 
should come, why it cannot possibly remain. 

TWENTY - SIX MILLIONS OF PEASANT 
PROPRIETORS IN RUSSIA NOW OWN 
THEIR OWN LAND, an outstanding “‘ triumph,” 
and a really valuable triumph, of a revolution by 
which it was intended to abolish private property 
absolutely ! 

But again, all the evils of Socialism, and all 
the crimes that may be laid to its charge, are no 
answer to the indictment against the evils from 
which modern society suffers. 

The truth is that these evils must be remedied 
or Society will perish. 

Those then who denounce Socialism are all the 
more bound to apply themselves earnestly and 
honestly to do by peaceful and moral means 
what Socialism would attempt to do by violent 
and immoral means. 
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A Socialist régime must fail. But one sees 
with deep misgivings that there is the possibility 
of a desperate attempt being made to establish 
it; an attempt which would infallibly produce 
colossal suffering and misfortune, and which could 
only end in utter disappointment, especially to 
the poor and the toilers, from whose ranks would 
come the most numerous victims. 

What is needed to drive the illusion of Socialism 
from men’s minds is a better distribution of 
property. 

That is possible and necessary. 

Millions owning land and houses, and as share- 
holders in the industries of the country on a co- 
operative basis, will produce healthy and peaceful 
evolution. 

The alternative is an attempt to introduce 
Socialism, either by peaceful means or by violence - 
and bloodshed, in either case to the endangering 
of civilisation. 
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